Acronyms 

AFMC 

Air  Force  Materiel  Command 

AGS 

Armored  Gun  System 

ATTLA 

Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency 

DLA 

Defense  logistics  Agency 

JSIPS 

Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System 

LVAD 

Low  Velocity  Airdrop 

MTMC 

Military  Traffic  Management  Command 

PEG 

Program  Executive  Office 

TACOM 

Tank  and  Automotive  Command 

TEMP 

Test  and  Evaluation  Master  Plan 

TRANSCOM 

U.S.  Transportation  Command 
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MEMORANDUM  FOR  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  FOR  ACQUISITION 

AND  TECHNOLOGY 

DEPUTY  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  FOR 
LOGISTICS 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

(FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT  AND  COMPTROLLER) 
AUDITOR  GENERAL,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF,  U.S.  SPECIAL  OPERATIONS 
COMMAND 

SUBJECT:  Audit  Report  on  the  Transportability  of  Major  Weapon  and  Support 
Systems  (Report  No.  94-OM) 


We  are  providing  this  report  for  your  review  and  comment.  The  audit  was 
requested  by  the  then  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and 
Logistics).  Comments  on  a  draft  of  this  lepoTt  were  considered  in  preparing  the  final 
report. 


DoD  Directive  7650.3  requires  that  all  recommendations  be  resolved  promptly. 
Therefore,  we  request  that  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics),  the 
Army,  the  Air  Force,  and  the  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command,  provide  comments 
on  the  unresolved  recommendations,  the  monetary  benefits,  and  the  internal  control 
weakness  by  February  25,  1994.  See  the  "Resjwnse  Requiremaits  for  Each 
Recommendation"  section  at  the  end  of  the  finding  for  recommendations  requiring 
comments. 

The  cooperation  and  courtesies  extended  to  the  audit  staff  are  appreciated.  If 
you  have  any  questions  on  this  audit,  please  contact  Mr.  Jack  Gebka  at  (703)  692-3303 
(DSN  222-3303)  or  Mr.  DaxreU  Eminhizer  at  (703)  614-6299  (DSN  224-6299).  The 
dstiibution  of  tMs  rqiort  is  in  Appendix  H. 

David  K.  Steensma 
Deputy  Assistant  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing 


OfHce  of  the  Inspector  General,  DoD 


Report  No.  94-024  December  27,  1993 

Project  No,  2LC-5023 

TRANSPORTABILITY  OF  MAJOR  WEAPON  AND  SUPPORT 

SYSTEMS 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Introduction.  Within  DoD,  transportability  is  the  keystone  of  strategic  mobility  and 
rapid  deployment.  Transportability  is  the  inherent  capability  of  material  and  unit 
equipment  to  be  efficiently  moved  by  existing  or  planned  transportation  assets. 
Transportability  considerations  for  major  weapon  systems  should  begin  during  concept 
exploration,  and  transportability  requirements  are  to  be  met  by  milestone  HI  of  the 
acquisition  process.  DoD  has  about  122  major  weapon  and  support  system  programs  in 
various  stages  of  the  acquisition  process.  Major  weapon  and  support  systems  will  have 
less  value  to  DoD  if  they  cannot  be  efficiently  transported  when  needed.  This  audit 
was  requested  by  the  Aen  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and 
Logistics). 

Objectives.  Our  objective  was  to  determine  if  the  Milita^  Departinents  were 
effectively  considering  transportability  factors  during  the  acquisition  of  major  weapon 
and  support  systems.  We  also  evaluated  the  effectiveness  of  related  internal  controls. 

Audit  Results.  Transportability  of  systems  was  not  being  adequately  considered 
during  the  acquisition  of  the  three  major  weapon  and  support  systems  valued  at 
$2.2  billion  There  was  no  single  DoD  organization  accountable  for  ensuring  the 
transportability  of  weapons  systems  although  at  least  20  different  organizations  were 
involved.  As  a  result,  the  Army  was  planning  to  buy  58  Armored  Gun  Systems,  at  a 
cost  of  about  $186  million,  which  had  a  design  that  was  too  heavy  to  be  low  velocity 
airdropped  from  a  C-130  aircraft;  the  Services  were  overloading  tectical  shelters  and 
were  using  modified  trailers  for  the  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  that  had 
not  completed  transportability  tests. and  were  paying  additional  shelter  costs  of  about 
$1.6  million;  and  the  Army  and  Air  Force  were  planning  to  retrofit  Black  Hawk 
helicopters  at  a  cost  of  about  $4.8  million  without  validating  that  the  modified 
helicopters  were  air  transportable. 

Internal  Controls.  Army,  Air  Force,  and  DoD  controls  were  insufficient  to  ensure 
that  program  managers  met  transportability  requirements  of  major  weapon  and  support 
systems  before  contracts  were  awarded  for  initial  low  rate  production  or  major 
modification.  These  were  material  internal  control  weaknesses.  See  Part  I  for  a 
description  of  the  controls  assessed  and  Part  11  for  details  of  the  weakness. 

Potential  Benefits  of  Andit.  We  identified  potential  monetary  benefits  of  about 
$192  million,  of  which  $190.4  million  will  occur  only  if  the  Armored  Gun  System  and 
modified  Black  Hawk  helicopters  cannot  meet  air  transportability  requirements.  We 
jdso  identified  nonquantifiable  monetary  benefits  that  will  improve  transportability 
planning  during  the  acquisition  process  (see  Appendix  E). 

Summary  of  Recommendations.  We  recommended  that  DoD  Directive  5158.4  be 
revised  to  make  the  U.S.  Transportation  Command  responsible  for  transportability 
certification;  DoD  Directive  4510.XX  be  promptly  issued  to  establish  policy  needed  to 
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support  the  issuance  and  implementation  of  the  revised  Joint  Transportability 
Regulation;  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  be  revised  to  require  that  systems  meet 
transportability  requirements  before  low  rate  production  or  major  modification;  the 
Armored  Gun  System  procurement  be  reduced  if  airdrop  mission  requirempts  are  not 
met;  the  transportability  and  procurement  of  Joint  Services  Image^  Processing  Systems 
shelters  and  trailers  be  coordinated  with  designated  DoD  authorities;  loading  plans  be 
approved  by  the  Air  Force's  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency  for  the 
reconfigured  MH-60K  helicopter;  and  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  tranqiortability  in  a 
C-141  aircraft  be  determined  before  retrofitting  the  helicopter. 

Mnnagement  Comments.  The  D^uty  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics) 
disagreed  that  DoD  Directive  5158.4  be  revised  because  transportability  was  a  service 
responsibility.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretary  agreed  that  transportability  roles, 
responsibilities,  and  certification  processes  should  be  clarifi^  but  stated  that  the  Joint 
Regulation  (Army  Regulation  70-44,  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
4600.22B,  Air  Force  Regulation  80-18,  Marine  Corps  Order  4610. 14C,  and  Defense 
Logistics  Agency  Regulation  4500.25)  should  be  the  document  for  clarifying  the 
certification  process.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretary  also  agreed  to  revise  DoD 
Instruction  5000.2.  The  Army  agreM  to  successfully  airdrop  the  Armored  Gun  System 
from  a  C-130  aircraft  before  procurement  of  initial  Armored  Gun  Systems  for  low  rate 
production  and  to  verify  that  the  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  trailers  can 
safely  transport  the  modified  and  overloaded  shelters  and  that  the  trailers  be  logistically 
supported.  The  Air  Force  agreed  to  verify  ftat  modified  shelters  can  s^ely  transport 
the  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  but  disagreed  that  the  additional  shelters 
should  be  purchased  by  the  Air  Force  Shelter  Management  Office.  The  Air  Force 
disagreed  with  the  potential  monetary  benefits  of  about  $1.6  million  stating  that  savings 
of  procuring  an  "identical"  shelter  would  be  offset  by  the  "schedule/performance"  risk. 
The  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  disagreed  that  loading  plans  be  developed  for 
the  reconfigure  MH-60K  helicopter  and  disagreed  with  the  potential  monetary  benefits 
of  about  $350,000.  The  Air  Force  agreed  to  cancel  plans  to  retrofit  the  Pave  Hawk 
helicopter  until  transportability  in  a  C-141  aircraft  was  determined.  Part  II  contains  a 
complete  discussion  of  managements'  comments  to  the  report;  and  Part  IV  contains  the 
complete  text  of  managements'  comments. 

Audit  Response.  We  disagree  with  management  cominente  on  the  recommendation 
that  transportability  should  solely  be  a  Service  responsibility.^  U.S.  Transportation 
Command's  independence  in  certifying  transportability  will  help  ensure  that 
management  controls  are  enforced.  We  revised  the  recommendation  that  DoD 
Directive  4510.XX  be  issued  promptly  to  clarity  transportability  roles  ^d 
responsibilities,  including  those  of  tiie  U.S.  Transportation  Command,  ^d  to  establish 
the  DoD  policy  needed  to  support  issuance  and  implementation  of  the  Joint  Regulation. 
The  position  of  the  Air  Force  to  not  purchase  additional  standard  shelters  is 
nonresponsive  to  the  intent  of  our  recommendation.  The  recommendation  does  not 
direct  tiie  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  program  manager  to  procure  DoD 
standard  shelters,  but  it  is  intended  to  ensure  that  the  Shelter  Management  Office  assist 
in  the  most  economical  procurement  of  needed  shelters.  The  intent  of  the 
recommendation  on  loading  plans  for  the  reconfigured  Black  Hawk  helicopter  is  to 
ensure  that  loading  plans  are  developed  for  the  reconfigured  helicopter  to  meet  its 
transportability  requirements. 

We  request  that  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics),  the  Army  Office  of 
the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 
(Logistics),  and  the  U.S.  Special  Citations  Command  respond  to  the  unresolved 
issues  in  tins  final  report  by  February  25,  1994. 
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Part  I  -  Introduction 


Background 


Within  DoD,  transportabili^  is  the  keystone  of  strategic  mobility  and  rapid 
deployment.  Transportability  is  the  iimerent  capability  of  matenal  and  unit 
equipment  to  be  efficiently  moved  by  highway,  rail,  waterway,  ocean,  and  air. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense’s  1993  Annual  Report  to  the  President  and  Congress 
states  that  our  ability  to  deploy  forces  rapidly  in  the  future  will  be  crucial.  The 
r^rt  states  that  U.S.  Armed  Forces  must  anticipate  a  wider  range  of 
contingencies  in  more  distant  and  possibly  less  developed  regions  of  the  world. 
Additionally,  as  fewer  U.S.  Armed  Forces  are  likely  to  be  stationed  overseas  in 
the  future,  our  nation  will  be  faced  with  the  deployment  challenges  of  reaching 
trouble  spots  worldwide  from  the  home  base. 

DoD  has  122  major  weapon  systems  programs  and  support  systems,  to  include 
specialized  electronics  and  transportation  equipment,  in  various  stages  of  the 
acquisition  process.  For  rapid  deployment,  the  weapon  and  support  systems 
should  fit  into  available  or  planned  transportation  modes,  be  compatible  with 
material  handling  equipment,  and  able  to  be  transported  with  limited 
disassembly.  The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  establishes 
overall  policies  and  procedures  for  weapon  system  design  to  ensure  efficient  and 
econonucal  movement  of  weapon  systems  and  equipment. 

The  acquisition  process  consists  of  five  major  milestones  (milestone  0  -  concept 
studies  approval,  milestone  I  -  concept  demonstration  approval,  milestone  n  - 
development  approval,  milestone  HI  -  production  approval,  and  milestone  IV  - 
major  modification  approval).  An  acquisition  phase  occurs  after  each  n^estone 
(^hase  0  -  concept  exploration  and  definition,  phase  I  -  demonstration  and 
validation,  phase  II  -  engineering  and  manufacturing  development,  phase  in  - 
production  and  deployment,  and  phase  IV  -  operations  and  support).  Milestone 
n  usually  involves  a  commitment  to  low  rate  initial  production,  in  which 
systems  are  produced  in  limited  quantity  to  demonstrate  a  production  line 
capability,  provide  representative  systems  for  operational  test  and  evaluation, 
and  permit  an  orderly  increase  into  mil-rate  production. 


Objectives 


The  overall  audit  objective  was  to  determine  if  the  Military  Departments  were 
effectively  considering  transportability  factors  during  the  acquisition  of  major 
weapon  and  support  systems.  We  also  assessed  applicable  internal  controls. 
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bitroduction 


Scope 


Of  the  122  major  weapon  and  support  systems  being  procured  during  FY  1992, 
we  judgmentadly  selected  3  systems  for  review,  the  Armored  Gun  System 
(AGS),  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  (JSIPS),  and  modified  Black 
Hawk  helicopters  (hffl-60K  and  Pave  Hawk).  A  description  of  the  systems  is 
provided  in  Appendix  A.  We  reviewed  and  evjdpted  management's  process  of 
assessing  transportability  during  the  acquisition  process,  the  roles  and 
responsibilities  of  the  offices  involved  in  the  transportability  approval  proc^, 
and  the  transportability  evaluations  prepared  by  the  appropriate  transportability 
agencies.  We  also  compared  transportability  requirements  with  the  cap^ilities 
of  the  systems  being  procured  from  the  contractors,  and  the  capabilities  of 
related  transportability  support  equipment. 

This  audit  was  requested  by  the  then  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Production  and  Logistics).  This  economy  and  efficiency  audit  was 
made  from  March  1992  to  June  1993,  in  accordance  with  auditing  standards 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  as  implemented  by  die 
Inspector  General,  DoD.  We  also  evaluated  the  applicable  internal  controls. 
Organizations  visited  or  contacted  during  the  audit  are  in  Appendix  G. 


Internal  Controls 


The  audit  identified  material  internal  control  weaknesses  as  defined  by  Public 
Law  97-255,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-123,  and  DoD 
Directive  5010.38.  Internal  control  policy  guidance  and  procedures  were 
generally  insufficient  to  ensure  that  program  managers  met  transportation 
requirements  before  low  rate  initial  production  award  or  award  for  major 
modification  of  systems.  Recommendations  1.  and  2.  in  this  report,  if 
implemented,  will  correct  the  weaknesses.  Monetary  benefits  of  about 
$192  million  are  related  to  our  other  recommendations  which  are  discussed  in 
Appendix  F;  however,  those  recommendations  pertain  to  program  adjustments 
needed  because  of  transportability  problems,  not  the  correction  of  internal 
control  weaknesses.  A  copy  of  the  final  report  will  be  provided  to  the  senior 
officials  responsible  for  internal  controls  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  the  Army,  and  the  Air  Force. 


Prior  Audits  and  Other  Reviews 


There  has  been  no  audit  coverage  in  the  last  5  years  directly  related  to 
transportability  of  major  weapon  and  support  systems. 
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Part  n  -  Finding  and  Reconnnendations 


Transportability 

DoD  program  managers  were  not  adequately  considering  the 
transportability  of  major  weapon  and  support  systems  dunng  the 
acquisition  process  for  the  three  systems  we  reviewed.  Nonconsideration 
of  transportability  occurred  because  policy  guidance  had  not  been  issued 
to  clearly  define  roles,  oversight  responsibilities,  and  procedures  related 
to  transportability  approval  and  certification.  Additionally,  adequate 
internal  controls  had  not  been  established  to  ensure  that  program 
managers  met  transportability  requirements  before  contracts  were 
awarded  for  low  rate  initial  production  or  major  modification  of  major 
weapon  and  support  systems.  About  $186  million  could  be  spent  for 
58  Armored  Gun  System  vehicles  without  rasuring  that  Ae  Armored 
Gun  System  can  be  low  velocity  airdropped  from  a  C-130  aircraft;  about 
$1.6  million  could  be  spent  for  overloaded  tactical  shelters  for  the  Joint 
Services  Imagery  Processing  System  with  modified  tiailers  that  have  not 
completed  transportability  tests;  and  about  $4.8  million  may  be  spent  to 
retrofit  modified  Black  Hawk  helicopters  without  first  determining  if  the 
modified  helicopters  meet  air  transportability  requirements. 


Background 


In  February  1991,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  revised  DoD 
Directive  5000.1,  "Major  and  Non-Major  Defense  Acquisition  Programs,"  to 
streamline  toe  acquisition  process.  DoD  fiistruction  5000.2,  "Defense 
Acquisition  Program  Procedures,"  was  revised  in  February  1991_by  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and  the  Director  of  Operational  Test  and 
Evaluation  to  implement  the  policies  set  forth  in  DoD  Directive  5000.1.  The 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and  Technology  is  responsible  for 
implementing  all  procedures  stated  in  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  except  those 
pertaining  to  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation. 

DoD  Instruction  5000.2  states  that  transpor^ility  engineering  efforts  will 
identify  the  characteristics  that  limit  transportation  of  major  weapon  ^d  support 
systems.  Management  will  use  that  data  when  considering  the  design  of  new 
and  modified  equipment  in  order  to  effectively  transport  the  equipment.  Ibe 
Instruction  further  states  that  transportebility  is  one  of  ten  integrated  logistics 
support  elements  to  be  considered  at  milestone  decision  points.  The  Instruction 
requires  that  transportability  approv^  should  be  given  by  the  appropriate 
transportability  activity  before  production  milestone  HI  decisions  are  made,  and 
that  strategic  mobility  requirements  be  demonstrated  where  relevant. 
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Transportability 


Transportability  Roles  and  Responsibilities 


Streamlined  acquisition  guidance  has  made  transportability  roles  and  oversight 
responsibilities  unclear.  Previous  guidance  id^tified  a  focal  point  within  each 
Service,  responsible  for  ensuring  that  transportability  was  fully  considered 
during  the  acquisition  process.  Addition^y,  the  lack  of  regulations  to 
implement  revised  DoD  Directive  5000.1  and  DoD  bistruction  5000.2  have 
made  transportability  roles,  oversight  responsibilities,  and  certification 
procedures  unclear.  A  summary  of  DoD  acquisition  and  transportability 
guidance  revisions  is  shown  in  Appendix  B. 

Streamlined  acquisition  guidance  and  transportation  guidance  did  not  identify  a 
focal  point  within  the  Services  or  Unified  Commands  with  the  responsibility  and 
authority  for  ensuring  the  full  consideration  of  trwsportability  of  wea^n 
systems.  DoD  issued  DoD  Directive  5158.4,  "United  States  Transportation 
Command,"  January  8,  1993,  making  the  U.S.  Transportation  Command 
(TRANSCOM)  responsible  for  providing  air,  land,  and  sea  transportation  for 
DoD  during  p^ce  and  war.  'wen  deployment  occurs,  TRANSCOM  will  be 
responsible  for  transporting  systems  to  meet  its  mission  needs.  However, 
TRANSCOM  did  not  have  adequate  authority  in  the  acquisition  process  (DoD 
Instruction  5000.2)  to  «isure  that  program  managers  were  meeting  the 
transrortability  requirements  of  the  systems.  TRANSCOM  was  indirectly 
associated  with  the  transportability  ne^s  of  new  and  modified  weapon  and 
support  systems  through  its  component  commands  -  Milita^  Tr^c 
Management  Command  (MTMC),  Military  Sealift  Command,  and  Air  Mobility 
Command.  Some  transportation  engineering  activities  directly  involved  m 
ensuring  that  transportability  requirements  were  met  were  not  within 
TRANSCOM's  purview.  For  instance,  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading 
Agency  (ATTLA)  certifies  air  transportability  for  weapon  and  support  systems 
in  fix^  wing  aircraft.  However,  ATTLA  is  under  the  Air  Forw  Materiel 
Command  (^MC),  not  under  TRANSCOM.  Therefore,  no  single  DoD 
organization  was  being  held  accountable  for  aisuring  that  air  transportability 
requirements  of  major  weapon  and  support  systems  were  being  met. 

DoD  transportability  roles  and  oversight  responsibilities  have  not  been  clearly 
defined  to  implement  the  revisions  to  jDoD's  acquisition  process.^  At  the  time  of 
audit,  DoD  had  at  least  20  organizations,  primarily  transportation  engineering 
activities,  involved  in  various  aspects  of  ensuring  that  DoD  could  efficiently  and 
effectively  transport  major  weapon  and  support  systems  (see  Appendix  C).  The 
organizations  were  established  to  implement  transportability  policy;  assess  the 
effectiveness  of  transportation  policy,  programs,  and  systems;  provide  adequate 
transportation  resources;  certify  whether  a  system  can  be  airlifted  internally, 
airlifted  externally,  airdropped,  sealifted,  or  transported  by  land  as  required; 
provide  transportability  approves;  and  ensure  that  effective  shelters  or  trailers 
are  efficiently  provided.  Although  these  organi^tions  have  transportability 
engineering  and  approval  missions,  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  does  not  require 
Aat  program  managers  utilize  their  services  during  the  acquisition  of  major 
weapon  and  support  systems.  As  a  result,  the  organizations  did  not  have  &e 
autiiority  to  hold  program  manages  accountable  to  meet  transportability 
requirements  during  the  acquisition  process. 
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The  then  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics)  and  the 
Services  drafted  implementing  procedures  for  DoD  Instruction  5000.2; 
however,  the  procedures  have  not  been  approved  or  implemented,  and  they  are 
insufficient.  Since  the  Spring  of  1989,  the  then  Office  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  Reduction  and  Logistics)  coordinated  within  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  with  the  Services  on  draft  DoD 
Directive  4510.XX,  "Defense  Transportation  Engineering."  The  purpose  of  the 
draft  Directive  is  to  establish  policy,  assign  responabilities,  and  prescribe 
procedures  to  incorporate  effective  transportability  engineering  procedures  into 
DoD  weapon  and  support  systems.  The  dr^  DoD  Directive  4510.XX  is 
insufficient  because  it  does  not  clearly  identity  ti^sportability  rol^, 
responsibilities,  and  the  approval  process  for  obtaining  transportability 
certifications  during  the  acquisition  of  major  weapon  and  support  systems.  At 
the  time  of  audit,  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  estimated  that  the 
Directive  would  be  published  by  May  1994. 

The  Services  were  updating  a  joint  regulation.  Army  Regulation  70-44,  Office 
of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  Instruction  4600.22B,  Air  Force  Regulation 
80-18,  Marine  Corps  Order  4610. 14C,  and  Defense  Logistics  Agency  (DLA) 
Regulation  4500.25,  "Research  and  Development,  DoD  Engineering  for 
Transportability."  The  purpose  of  the  joint  regulation  is  to  provide  policy, 
assign  responsibilities,  identity  transportability  agents,  and  pr^ribe  proc^ures 
for  the  Services  and  DLA's  program  managers  to  follow  during  the  acquisition 
process  to  ensure  that  weapon  and  support  systems  are  transportable.  After  the 
final  DoD  Directive  4510.XX  is  issued,  the  Services  plan  to  distribute  Ae  draft 
joint  regulation  for  comment.  Transportability  roles,  responsibilities,  and 
approval  procediues  listed  in  the  joint  transportability  regulation  will  be  based 
on  procedures  outlined  in  DoD  Directive  4510.XX. 

Transportability  must  be  considered  during  the  acquisition  process  to  ensure  that 
the  weapon  systems  being  procured,  as  well  as  specMized  electronics  and 
transportation  equipment,  are  capable  of  efficient  transport.  DoD 
Instruction  5000.2  has  created  uncer^ty  regarding  who  is  to  ensure 
transportability  and  how  transportability  requirements  are  to  be  met. 
Additionally,  the  Instruction  only  requires  that  transportability  requirements  be 
met  before  proceeding  into  mUestone  HI,  production  approval.  Adeq^te 
s^eguards  do  not  exist  in  the  acquisition  process  to  ensure  th^  t^sportabUity 
requirements  are  met  before  a  system  proceeds  into  low  rate  initial  production 
or  major  modification. 

Crucial  transportation  needs  may  not  be  met  in  a  time  when  deployability  needs 
in  DoD  m:e  increasing.  Under  DoD’s  streamlined  a(^uisition  process, 
transportability  requirements,  a  critical  element  in  the  acquisition  process,  were 
not  effectively  met  for  the  three  systems  audited,  which  have  an  estimated 
acquisition  cost  of  $2.2  billion.  The  program  mjmagers  for  the  audited  tystems 
were  not  adequately  considering  the  transportability  of  the  systems  during  the 
acquisition  process.  As  a  result,  DoD's  ability  to  deploy  the  systems  is 
unnecessarily  placed  at  risk,  and  DoD  could  unnecessarily  spend  about 
$192  million  on  the  systems. 
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Armored  Gun  System  The  Army  was  planning  to  buy  58  AGS  in  late 
1994,  at  a  cost  of  about  $186  million.  However,  it  had  not  achieved  a  design 
tiiat  would  make  the  AGS  capable  of  being  low  velocity  airdropped  (LVAD) 
from  available  tactical  aircraft.  Acquisition  guidance  did  not  provide  adequate 
internal  controls  to  ensure  that  the  AGS  will  meet  the  LVAD  requirement  from 
available  tactical  aircraft  before  the  system  proceeds  into  low  rate  ini^ 
production.  As  a  result,  the  Army  plans  to  spoid  about  $186  million  procuring 
58  AGS  vehicles  that  may  not  meet  mission  needs  because  they  are  too  heavy  to 
be  airdropped. 


Procurement  Status.  The  AGS  is  in  the  engineering  and 
manufacturing  development  phase.  The  milestone  n  approval  for  entry  into  the 
engineering  and  manufacturing  development  phase  of  the  acquisition  process 
was  given  in  May  1992.  In  June  1992,  the  prime  contractor  was  awarded  a 
contract  for  the  development  of  six  prototype  vehicles,  at  an  award  amount  of 
about  $119  million.  A  low  rate  initial  production  contract  for  an  additional 
69  vehicles  costing  about  $222  million  is  scheduled  to  be  awarded  in  December 
1994.  The  AGS  rail  rate  production  decision  is  scheduled  for  Dumber  1997. 
The  planned  AGS  procurement  is  300  vehicles,  of  which  58  will  be  used  for 
LVAD  missions. 

LVAD  Requirement.  Under  DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  the  AGS 
Program  Executive  Office  (PEO)  does  not  have  to  recdve  air  transportabffity 
certification  for  LVAD  requirements  prior  to  its  award  of  the  low  rate  initial 
production  contract.  Airdrop  is  a  transport  procedure  in  which  personnel  or 
materiel  are  unloaded  in  flight.  Materiel  is  secured  onto  a  platform  with 
restraints  and  is  extracted  from  an  aircraft  by  extraction  parachutes.  Recovery 
parachutes  attached  to  the  platform  load  slow  the  rate  of  descent.  LV^  is  a 
type  of  airdrop  in  which  personnel  or  materiel  are  extracted  at  an  altitude  of 
700  feet  or  higher  to  descend  at  a  rate  of  less  than  28.5  feet  per  second.  The 
C-130  aircraft  is  the  only  tactical  aircraft  used  for  LVAD  operations.  The 
C-17  aircraft,  when  developed,  will  be  capable  of  tactical  LVAD  missions,  but 
will  operate  primarily  in  a  strategic  role.  The  C-141^  and  C-5  aircraft  are 
capable  of  LVAD  missions,  but  are  designated  as  strategic  aircraft,  not  tactical 
aircraft.  Additionally,  the  C-141  aircraft  cannot  LVAD  as  much  weight  as  the 
C-130  aircraft  unless  a  waiver  is  obtained.  The  prime  contractor  for  the  AGS 
has  committed,  during  prototype  development,  to  develop  an  AGS  capable  of  a 
C-130  and  C-17  LVAD.  A  summary  of  DoD  cargo  aircraft  resources  is  in 
Appendix  D. 

Of  the  300  planned  AGS  vehicles,  58  are  scheduled  to  be  delivered  to  the 
XVni  Airborne  Corps,  which  has  an  essential  need  for  a  C-130  LVAD 
capability  to  support  contingency  operations.  The  XVin  Airborne  Corps  is  the 
first  scheduled  user  to  receive  the  AGS  vehicles.  The  M551A1  Sheridan  assault 
vehicle  met  the  XVHI  Airborne  Coqjs'  C-130  LVAD  requirement,  but  it  lacked 
the  needed  firepower  and  survivability. 

AGS  Weight.  As  designed,  the  AGS  is  too  heavy  to  perform  a 
LVAD  from  the  C-130  aircraft.  The  estimated  total  weight  of  the  vehicle  has 
been  a  concern  since  market  surveys  were  conducted  before  the  prototype 
contract  award.  Initial  market  surveys  revealed  that  few  potential  contractors 
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had  the  capability  of  developing  a  system  within  the  C-130  LVAD  weight 
constraints,  including  the  contractor  who  was  eventually  awarded  the  AGS 
prototype  contract.  Since  the  award  of  the  prototype  contract,  the  estimated 
AGS  design  weight  has  increased  from  about  900  to  about  1,200  pounds  over 
the  C'130  LVAD  item  weight  limit  of  35,500  pounds.  Although  me  PEO  has 
target  weight  reductions,  officials  at  the  Army  Natick  Research,  Development, 
and  Engineering  Center,  which  certifies  equipment  for  airdrop,  stated  ttiat  the 
AGS  would  probably  grow  in  weight  because  of  modifications  or  the  need  to 
airdrop  with  increased  fuel  and  ammunition.  Additionally,  officMs  at  MTMC 
Transportation  Engineering  Agency,  which  conducts  transportability  analysis, 
stated  that  the  weight  of  the  C-130  LVAD  AGS  remained  an  important  issue 
and  recommended  that  the  PEO  conduct  at  least  one  successful  C-130  LVAD 
before  low  rate  initial  production  award  for  the  AGS. 

C-17  Aircraft  Availability.  Concern  existed  over  Ae  capability 
and  availability  of  the  C-17  aircraft  to  perform  tactical  LVAD  missions.  The 
Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command's  study  on  C-17  airdrop  operations 
found  that  the  C-17  aircraft  capability  may  be  fimited  because  of  the  reduced 
planned  C-17  procurement.  Tbe  C-17  planned  procurement  had  been  reduced 
from  210  to  120  aircraft  since  the  program's  inception  and  in  December  1993 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  limited  tiie  actual  acquisition  to  40  aircraft  unless 
critical  requirements  were  met  by  1995.  Personnel  at  the  Army  Natick 
Research,  Development,  and  Engineering  Center  stated  that  airdrop 
deployability  would  be  limited  if  the  C-17  was  the  only  aircraft  capable  and 
available  to  support  airdrop  operations.  Further,  in  a  tr^spo^bility  criteria 
report,  the  contractor  for  the  AGS  stated  that  skepticism  exists  in  accepting  the 
C-17  for  tactical  missions  because  of  the  limited  availability  of  C-17  aircraft. 

Internal  Control  Weakness.  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  lacks 
adequate  safeguards  for  ensuring  that  the  AGS  meets  the  C-130  aircraft  LVAD 
requirement.  The  Instruction  does  not  req^e  that  trrmsportability  needs  be  met 
before  systems  proc^d  into  low  rate  initial  production  award.  Although  the 
C-130  LVAD  requirement  was  included  in  the  AGS  contract,  the  PEO  was  not 
scheduled  to  receive  transportability  certification  for  the  AGS  before  low  rate 
initial  production  award,  and  did  not  specifically  schedule  a  C-130  LVAD  test 
to  support  the  decision  in  the  AGS  test  and  evaluation  mister  plan.  Acqmsition 
guidmice  should  require  that  specific  system  requireinents,  to  iiiclude 
transportability,  be  successfully  demonstrated  prior  to  entering  low  rate  initial 
production  award.  Otiierwise,  DoD  may  expend  significant  fiinds  during  low 
rate  initial  production  for  systems  that  cannot  meet  transportabiUty 
requirements.  For  the  AGS,  the  DoD  acquisition  process  did  not  provide 
adequate  management  controls  to  ensure  that  about  $186  million  would  not  be 
spent  procuring  58  systems  that  could  not  meet  the  mission  needs  of  the  XVIH 
Airborne  Corps. 

Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  (JSIPS)  ISIPS  program 
managers  procured,  modified,  and  overloaded  tactical  shelters  and  mo<tified 
trailers  without  coordinating  with  the  DoD  organizations  responsible  for 
ensuring  shelter  and  trailer  transportability.  JSIPS  program  managers  did  not 
comply  with  the  applicable  guidance  that  directs  the  coordination  of  such 
procurements  and  modifications  because  adequate  management  oversight  had 
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not  been  established  to  ensure  that  the  guidance  was  followed.  Transportability 
roles,  responsibilities,  and  certification  approval  were  inadequate  to  ensure  tot 
the  JSIPS  program  managers  complied  with  transportability  requirements  during 
the  acquisition  of  JSIPS.  As  a  result,  the  transportability  of  the  JSIPS  may  have 
been  unnecessarily  placed  at  risk  and  the  ability  of  JSIPS  users  to  maintain  and 
replace  the  modified  shelters  and  trailers  would  be  more  difficult.  Further,  the 
procurement  of  addition^  tactical  shelters  through  the  prime  contractor  may 
unnecessarily  increase  costs  by  about  $1.6  million. 

Procurement  Status.  The  JSIPS  was  in  engineering  and 
manufacturing  development.  Two  engineering  and  manufacturing  devdopmait 
models  tove  been  procured.  The  Air  Force,  the  lead  Service,  approved  low 
rate  initial  production  in  February  1993.  The  Army  md  Marine  Corps  have 
programmed  production  funds  in  1995,  and  the  Navy  in  1996.  The  Services 
were  planning  to  procure  24  JSIPS  units  (3  for  the  Army,  15  for  the  Navy, 
2  for  the  Air  Force,  and  4  for  the  Marine  Corps),  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$674  milUon. 


Shelters.  The  Army,  Air  Force,  and  Marine  Corps  were 
plaiming  to  place  nine  JSIPS  units  in  tactical  shelters.  The  Navy  was  planning 
to  integrate  the  remaining  15  JSIPS  units  on  board  ships,  which  would  not 
involve  the  use  of  tactical  shelters.  T^tical  shelters  are  used  to  protect 
personnel  and  delicate  equipment  from  environment^  damage  and  the  effects  of 
a  combat  zone  while  doing  mission  essential  activities.  In  addition  to  the 
8  shelters  procured  during  engineering  and  manufacturing  development,  the 
Services  were  planning  to  acquire  28  additional  shelters.  The  JSIPS  will  use 
two  different  size  tactical  shelters.  The  Marine  Corps  will  use 
16,  8  by  8  by  10  foot  shelters;  and  the  Army  and  Air  Force  will  use  20, 
8  by  8  by  20  foot  shelters. 

Modification  of  Shelters.  During  development,  the  JSIPS 
program  manager  procured  and  modified  eight  tactical  shelters  through  the 
JSIPS  prime  contractor  without  contacting  the  Air  Force  Shelter  Management 
Office,  as  required.  The  program  manager  for  the  JSIPS  was  planning  to 
procure  the  remaining  28  shelters  during  both  low  rate  initial  and  full 
production  without  coordinating  with  the  shelter  office.  Under  DoD 
Instruction  5000.2,  the  JSIPS  program  manager  does  not  have  to  obtmn 
transportability  approval  prior  to  award  of  the  low  rate  initial  production 
contract.  Additionally,  adequate  management  oversight  was  not  in  place  to 
preclude  the  program  manager  from  entering  production  before  transportability 
requirements  were  met. 

DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  section  E,  "Tran^rtability,"  states  that  specific 
emphasis  will  be  placed  on  the  design  or  modification  of  shelters  to  ensure  that 
they  conform  to  dimensional  and  strength  specifications  as  prescribed  by  DoD 
Directive  4500.37,  "Management  of  the  DoD  Intermodal  Container  System," 
April  2,  1987.  DoD  Directive  4500.37  requires  that  programs  needing  tactical 
shelter  use  only  shelters  of  the  DoD  standard  family  of  tactical  shelters.  If  a 
nonstandard  tactical  shelter  is  needed,  a  request  for  waiver  must  be  submitted 
through  the  Joint  Committee  on  Tactical  Shelters,  which  is  made  up  of 
representatives  from  each  of  the  Military  Departments'  shelter  offices. 


11 


Transportability 


In  the  Air  Force,  the  Air  Force  Shelter  Management  Office  is  assigned  the 
responsibility  and  authority  for  development  and  acquisition  of  shelters  when 
new  or  modified  shdters  are  required.  Air  Force  Regulation  800-3C2, 
"Acquisition  Management  Bigineering  for  Defense  Systems,"  June  27,  1980, 
states  that  all  program  offices  with  requirements  for  h^tical  shelters,  to  support 
system  mobility,  will  identify  their  needs  to  the  Air  Force  Shelter  Office, 
Electronic  Systems  Center.  Air  Force  Regulation  800-3C2  further  states  that 
program  funds  for  tactical  shelter  developm^t  or  acquisition  will  not  be 
committed  until  the  shelter  managemait  office  has  reviewed  proposed  efforts 
and  AFMC  has  approved  them.  The  shelter  management  offiw  has  the 
responsibility  to  identify  and  eliminate  weaknesses  in  shelter  design  and  in 
construction  and  materials  that  affect  life  cycle  cost,  performance,  reliability, 
and  maintainability. 


Cost  of  Shelters.  The  JSIPS  program  manager  procmed 
eight  modified  shelters,  four  10  foot  and  four  20  foot  shelters  through  the  prime 
contractor.  The  prime  contractor  charged  DoD  an  estimated  $2.9  million  for 
the  eight  shelters.  The  Air  Force  Shelter  Management  Office  could  have 
procured  the  eight  shelters  for  about  $900,000  from  the  Army's  item  manager 
for  shelters.  Aviation  Troop  Support  Command,  at  a  savings  of  about 
$2  million. 

In  addition  to  the  eight  modified  shelters,  the  JSIPS  program  manager  planned 
to  procure  28  additional  shelters.  If  the  prime  contractor  were  permitted  to 
acquire  the  shelters  the  total  estimated  cost  would  be  $4.2  million  versus 
$2.6  million  if  a  military  item  manager  procured  the  shelters.  JSIPS  could 
potentially  avoid  $1.6  million  in  costs  for  the  planned  acquisition  of  shelters  by 
obtaining  the  shelters  through  the  military  item  manager  for  shelters. 

Overloading  of  Shelters.  The  JSIPS  tactical  shelters 
were  modified  and  overloaded  without  adequate  coordination  with  the  Air  Force 
Shelter  Management  Office.  DoD's  stated  gross  weight  capacity  for  a  10-foot 
shelter  is  6,170  pounds.  However,  the  JSIPS  projgram  manager  loaded  the 
modified  standard  shelters  with  equipment,  which  raised  the  gross  weight  to  an 
average  of  9,008  pounds  (46  percent  greater  than  the  stated  DoD  capacity).  The 
DoD  stated  gross  weight  capacify  for  the  20-foot  shelter  is  11,180  pounds. 
However,  the  JSIPS  program  manager  modified  and  loaded  the  shelters  with 
equipment,  which  raisal  foe  gross  weight  to  an  average  of  17,748  pounds 
(61  percent  greater  foan  foe  stated  DoD  capacity).  The  overloading  of  foe 
tactic^  shelter  without  coordination  with  foe  Air  Force  Shdter  Management 
Office  placed  the  successful  transportation  of  foe  $674  million  JSIPS  program  at 
risk;  because  foe  Air  Force  Shelter  hfenagement  Office  had  not  evaluated  foe 
structural  integrity  of  the  modified  shelters  to  ensure  that  the  shelters  met  the 
transportability  needs  of  JSIPS.  Additionally,  foe  modified  nonstandard  shelters 
had  not  been  evaluated  to  ensure  that  they  could  be  adequately  maintained  or 
replaced  as  needed.  Ground  transportation  for  JSIPS  shelters  is  to  be  provided 
by  semi-trailers,  dolly  sets  (easily  attachable  or  detachable  wheel  sets),  and 
5-ton  trucks. 


Trailers.  The  Army  program  manager  for  JSIPS,  foe  Army 
Space  Program  Office,  significantly  modified  five  military  standard  M871A1 


12 


Transportability 


semi-trailers  without  coordinating  the  changes  with  the  trailer  manager,  the 
Army  Tank  and  Automotive  Command  (TACOM).  TACOM  has  full 
responsibility  for  configuration  management  control  oyer  the  M871A1  trailer  to 
ensure  that  supportability  and  readiness  of  the  trailor  is  maintained.  The  Amy 
program  manager  for  JSIPS  had  coordinated  with  TACOM  in  selecting  the 
standard  M871A1  trailer,  however,  a  subsequent  TACOM  tractor  modification 
fanwH  the  system  to  exc^  a  contract  height  specification.  To  solve  the  height 
problem,  the  Army  program  manager  for  JSIPS  authorized  an  indq)endent 
contractor  to  modify  the  trader.  The  independent  contractor  severed  the  trailer 
at  about  a  quarter  of  the  distance  from  the  trailer’s  front  end.  The  front  quarter 
of  the  trailer  was  then  raised  to  a  plane  of  about  9  inches  higher  than  the  rear 
three  quarters  of  the  trailer  as  shown  in  Illustration  1. 


TRAILER  PROFILES 
(STANDARD  VERSUS  MODIFIED) 


TXJ 


STANDARD 

M871A1 


MOOff^CD 

M871A1 


niustiation  1. 


Without  the  trailer  modification,  the  combination  of  trader,  tractor,  and  shelter 
would  have  exceeded  a  4-meter  European  height  limit  that  was  needed  for 
maximum  mobility  on  European  roads  without  special  routing.  The  trailer 
modifications  were  needed  to  keep  the  tr^er  bed  relatively  level  when 
combined  with  the  tractor  as  shown  in  Illustration  2. 


Illustration  2. 
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Adequate  coordination  between  tiie  Army  program  manager  and  the  TACOM 
office  responsible  for  trailers  did  not  occur.  The  Army  JSffS  program  manager 
should  have  coordinated  with  TACOM  to  ensure  that  trailers  were  fully  tested 
and  could  be  logistically  supported  to  fully  meet  JSIPS  transportability  needs. 
Officials  from  the  Army  program  manager's  office  stated  that  they  had  the 
authority  to  modify  the  M871A1  trailer  without  coordination  with  the  t^er 
manager,  TACOM.  They  noted  that  special  auAorizations  permitted  avoiding 
some  rules,  which  expected  the  JSIPS  when  time  was  critical.  The  JSIPS 
Program  Management  Directive,  as  referenced  by  the  program  manager,  stated 
that  within  legal  limits,  JSIPS  will  use  exp^ted  contracting  to  supp<m  the  time 
urgency  and  security  involved.  The  Directive  also  stated  th&t  the  project  officer 
is  authorized  to  deviate  firom  or  modify  appropriate  DoD  and  Service 
regulations  to  accomplish  the  objectives  of  the  Program  Management  Directive, 
providing  the  deviations  are  consistent  with  applicable  statutes  and  Executive 
Orders,  and  are  agreed  to  by  the  Services.  Despite  the  Army  program 
manager's  statements,  the  JSIPS  had  over  2  years,  from  the  time  the  need  for 
modification  was  first  identified  to  the  time  the  Army  program  manager 
contracted  for  the  modifications.  Additionally,  the  need  for  deviation  from 
established  procedures  was  not  justified  because  the  progrmn  manager  had 
previously  coordinated  with  TACOM  in  the  selection  of  tiie  original  trailer  to  be 
used  to  transport  JSIPS. 

fiitemal  Controls.  Adequate  management  oversight  had  not 
been  established  to  ensure  that  JSIPS  program  managers  complied  with 
transportabUity  requirements  during  the  acquisition  of  JSIPS.  DoD 
Instruction  5000.2  did  not  require  that  specific  system  requirements,  to  include 
transportability,  be  successfully  demonstrated  before  low  rate  initial  production 
contract  award.  Although  guidance  exists  requiring  the  coordination  of  boA 
trailer  modification  and  shelter  procurement,  adequate  management  controls  did 
not  exist  to  ensure  tiiat  guidance  was  followed  during  the  acquisition  of  JSIPS. 
As  a  result,  transportability  of  the  JSIPS  was  unnecessarily  placed  at  risk,  the 
ability  of  the  JSIPS  users  to  maintain  and  replace  the  modified  trailers  and 
shelters  was  made  more  difficult,  and  procurement  of  JSIPS  tactical  shelters 
through  the  prime  contractor  could  unnecessarily  increase  costs  by  about 
$1.6  million. 

Modified  Black  Hawk  Helicopters.  The  Army  and  Air  Force  program 
managers  made  major  modifications  to  Black  Hawk  helicopters  without  ensuring 
the  air  transportability  of  the  modified  helicopters.  Adeqimte  controls  were  not 
built  into  the  acquisition  process  to  preclude  production  of  the  modified 
helicopters  before  their  air  transportability  requirements  were  met.  Program 
managers  did  not  coordinate  or  obtain  needed  certifications  from  appropriate 
transportability  agencies  before  proceeding  with  production  of  the  modified 
helicopters.  As  a  result,  the  Army  and  Air  Force  may  have  to  spend  about 
$4.8  million  to  retrofit  the  modified  Black  Hawk  helicopters  to  meet  air 
transportability  requirements. 

Procurement  Status.  The  Army  MH-60K  and  Air  Force  Pave 
Hawk  are  highly  modified  variants  of  the  Army  Black  Hawk  helicopter;  and 
their  air  transportability  characteristics  are  different  from  the  Black  Hawk 
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helicopter.  The  helicopt^s  were  modified  to  fulfill  an  Army  and  Air  Force 
critical  need  for  long-range  air  extraction  of  downed  crew  members  and 
equipment. 

The  Army  MH-60K  helicopter  is  in  the  production  phase.  At  the  time  of  audit, 
10  helicopters  had  been  produced,  and  13  were  planned  for  completion  by 
May  1994.  U.  S.  Army  Special  Operations  Command,  Special  Operations 
Aircraft  Product  Manager  is  responsible  for  modifying  23  Black  Hawk 
helicopters,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $548  million,  tor  the  Army  Special 
Operations  Command. 

The  Air  Force  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  program  is  also  in  the  production  phase. 
At  the  time  of  audit,  56  Pave  Hawk  helicopters  had  been  produced,  md  41  were 
in  various  stages  of  production.  The  AFMC,  Warner  Robins  Air  Logistics 
Center,  is  the  program  manager  responsible  for  modifying  97  Black  Hawk 
helicopters  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $838  million.  The  Pave  Hawk  heli^pter  is 
assigned  to  an  Air  Force  SpecM  Operations  Command  unit  and  14  Air  Force 
active  duty,  guard,  and  reserve  combat  search  and  rescue  units. 

MH-60K  Transportability.  The  Army  MH-60K  program 
manager  modified  the  Black  Hawk  helicopters  wiAout  ensuring  that  the 
helicopters  could  meet  the  Army’s  C-5  aircraft  loading  requirements.  The 
Army  MH-60K  program  manager  installed  an  aerial  refueling  probe  system  and 
antennas  on  the  MH-60K  hdicopters.  The  modifications  reduced  the  maximum 
number  of  MH-60K  helicopters  that  could  be  loaded  in  a  C-5  aircraft  firam  six 
to  five  and  increased  the  time  required  to  load  C-5  aircraft.  The  Army's 
MH-60K  program  transportability  requirements  state  that  the  helicopter  shall  be 
transportable  by  C-5  aircraft  and  that  the  number  of  MH-60Ks  to  be  transported 
by  Air  Force  cargo  aircraft  shall  be  maximized.  Additionally,  the  MH-60K 
contractual  transportability  requirements  specify  that  the  helicopter  must  be 
capable  of  being  prepared  for  loading  on  a  C-5  aircraft  within  1  hour  and  ready 
for  operation  within  1  1/2  hours  after  transport. 

C-5  Aircraft  Loading.  The  program  manager  for  the 
MH-60K  did  not  have  the  maximum  loading  capacity  determined  and  certified 
by  ATTLA,  an  AFMC  activity,  before  production;  and  the  prime  contractor  did 
not  meet  the  contractually  required  d^sembly  time  for  C-5  transport.  ATTLA 
is  tile  approval  authority  for  major  weapon  and  support  systems  to  be 
transported  in  Air  Force  aircraft.  ATTLA  responsibilities  include  developing 
transportation  guidance,  tiedown,  loading  and  unloading  procedures  for  the 
most  efficient  air  movement  of  systems.  ATTLA  has  detailed  procedmes  for 
conducting  maximum  density  tests  loadings  to  determine  the  most  efficient  use 
of  aircraft  space.  The  MH-60K  program  manager  relied  on  previous  test 
loadings  of  the  Black  Hawk  helicopter  to  determine  the  maximum  number  of 
MH-60K  helicopters  that  could  be  loaded  on  a  C-5  aircraft.  Previous  test 
loadings  that  ATTLA  performed  on  an  unmodified  Black  Hawk  determined  that 
six  was  the  maximum  number  of  helicopters  that  could  be  safely  and  efficiently 
loaded  on  a  C-5  aircraft. 

In  April  1992,  the  program  manager,  in  coordination  with  ATTLA  and  tiie 
Army  Special  Operations  Command,  attempted  to  test  load  the  MH-60K 
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helicopter  on  a  C'5  aircraft.  The  test  loading  occurred  10  months  aftea-  the 
program  manager  had  awarded  the  prime  contractor  a  modifipation  contract  to 
produce  11  MH-60K  helicopters.  Review  of  test  loading  data  showed  that  a 
serious  fuel  leak  spill  occurred  when  the  extei^  t^  system  and  the  in-flight 
refueling  boom  were  removed.  The  time  and  disruption  caused  by  attempting  to 
contain  and  subsequently  clean  up  the  spill  resulted  in  an  unacceptable  delay  in 
the  disassembly  process.  Another  obstacle  in  meeting  the  MH-60K  loading 
requirements  was  an  antenna  mounted  on  the  tail  boom.  Ibe  support 
equipment,  used  to  tow  the  MH-60K  tail  first  into  a  C-5  aircraft,  interfered  wito 
the  antama  mounted  on  the  tail  boom.  The  inability  to  load  the  MH-60K  tail 
fost  and  the  need  to  safely  and  quickly  remove  the  fuel  probe  and  external  fuel 
tanks  on  the  MH-60K  reducal  the  maximum  C-5  load  captacity  to  five 
helicopters  and  exceeded  the  contractually  required  disassembly  time  needed  to 
load  MH-60KS  on  a  C-5  aircraft, 

MH-(iOK  Planned  Retrofits.  Officials  at  the  Army 
MH-60K  program  manager's  office  stated  that  limiting  the  loading  on 
C-5  aircraft  to  five  MH-60Ks  was  unacceptable  and  that  removing  the  antenna 
before  loading  was  also  unacceptable  from  both  a  maintenance  and  operational 
perspective.  To  meet  MH-60K  transportability  requirements,  the  Army  planned 
to  perform  retrofits  to  the  helicopters  to  correct  the  fuel  leakage  problem,  "^e 
MH-60K  program  manager  planned  to  install  quick  disconnects  to  the  refue^g 
probe  and  external  fuel  tat^.  The  quick  disconnects  are  connector  fittings 
attached  to  the  external  tank  and  the  refueling  probe  lines  that  allow  for  easier 
removal  and  installation  of  the  refueling  probe  and  external  fuel  tanks.  The 
preliminary  estimate  to  install  the  quick  disconnects  on  the  external  fuel  tanks  of 
the  23  MH-60K  helicopters  was  about  $350,000.  The  retrofit  cost  will  be 
higher  because  the  program  manager  had  not  received  an  estimate  for  toe 
installation  of  the  disconnects  to  toe  rest  of  toe  fuel  system,  to  include  toe  aerial 
refueling  probe. 

Installing  toe  quick  disconnects  may  be  more  involved  than  toe  program 
manager  originally  planned  because  further  research  and  developmental  costs 
may  be  necessary.  The  Air  Force  encountered  similar  fuel  leakage  problems  on 
modified  Black  Hawk  helicopters.  The  fuel  spill  occurred  on  toe  m^ified 
Black  Hawk  helicopter,  toe  Night  Hawk  helicopter.  The  Night  ^wk  helicopter 
had  essentially  toe  same  aeri^  refueling  system  as  toe  one  installed  on  toe 
MH-60K.  In  1985,  toe  Air  Force  cancel^  the  Night  Hawk  program  and  started 
the  Pave  Hawk  program.  The  program  manager  for  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter 
did  not  install  toe  external  fuel  tarto  on  toe  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  because  Air 
Force  officials  believed  that  toe  external  fuel  tanks  and  refueling  probe  were 
structural  problems  that  would  need  «ctensive  research  and  development.  To 
more  easily  load  toe  Pave  Hawk  on  a  C-5  aircraft,  toe  Air  Force  designed  m 
antenna  for  toe  Pave  Ifa^wk  helicopter,  which  can  easily  be  removed  to  avoid 
any  clearance  problems  when  loading  toe  Pave  Hawk  onto  a  C-5  aircraft-  The 
Army  may  have  to  incur  additional  retrofit  costs  to  relocate  toe  antenna  or 
install  a  removable  antenna. 

Pave  Hawk  Transportability.  The  Air  Force  Pave  Hawk 
program  manager  modified  toe  Black  Hawk  helicopter  without  ensuring  that  the 
helicopter  could  meet  C-141  aircraft  loading  requirements.  According  to  toe 


16 


Transportability 


Pave  Hawk  program  statement  of  need,  the  helicopter  must  be  deplorable 
aboard  the  C-141  aircraft  for  Air  Force  users  to  accomplish  their  missions. 
ATTLA  had  not  certified  that  the  Pave  Hawk  is  t^sportable  by  C-141  aircraft 
as  required  by  joint  regulation.  The  joint  regulation  (APR  80-18)  states  that  if 
die  Services  expect  to  move  a  system  in  more  than  one  type  of  aircraft,  a  test 
loading  with  each  aircraft  may  be  necessary. 

The  Pave  Hawk  program  manager  is  modifying  97  Black  Hawk  helict^ters  by 
installing  radomes  to  the  nose  of  the  helicopters.  The  radome  was  designed  to 
help  the  helicopter  operator  in  bad  weather  and  provide  ground  mapping 
information.  However,  the  addition  of  the  radome  under  the  nose  of  the 
helicopter  may  prevent  transport  of  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  by  C-141  aircraft. 

C-141  Airaaft  Loa^g.  The  Pave  Hawk  program 
manager  had  not  obtained  C-141  transport  aircraft  certification  from  ATTLA. 
Since  March  1987,  the  program  manager  had  obtained  only  C-5  aircraft 
certifications  from  ATTLA  for  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter.  Altiiough  ATTLA 
certified  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  for  C-5  aircraft  transport,  the  radome  and 
the  refueling  probe  imposed  tight  aircraft  ramp  and  floor  clearances  ttot 
ATTLA  had  not  tested.  (See  Appendix  A  for  a  depiction  of  the  difficulties 
encountered  when  loading  a  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  in  a  C-5  aircraft.)  Although 
C-141  transportability  has  remained  an  essentM  transportation  requirement  for 
the  users  of  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter,  toe  Pave  Hawk  program  manager  had 
not  provided  ATTLA  with  the  necessary  funds  and  resources  to  perform  toe 
tests. 

After  the  using  commands  requested  that  toe  Pave  Hawk  program  n^ager 
obtain  ATTLA  certification  to  transport  the  helicopter  by  C-141  aircraft, 
logistics  officials'  in  the  program  manager's  office  informed  the  users  that  toe 
Pave  Hawk  could  not  be  shipped  in  a  C-141  aircraft  because  toe  radome  would 
be  crushed  during  loading,  and  toe  radome  could  not  be  remov^  before 
loading.  Logistics  officials'  conclusions  were  based  on  their  evaluation  of  toe 
distance  between  toe  ground  and  toe  radome,  the  required  C-141  floor 
clearances,  and  toe  radome  being  riveted  on  the  fr^e  of  toe  helicopter. 

Pave  Hawk  Planned  Retrofits.  Failure  to  transport  toe 
Pave  Hawk  helicopter  by  C-141  aircraft  would  affect  toe  ability  of  toe  Air 
Force  Special  Operations  Command  and  toe  Air  Combat  Command  Rescue 
Service,  two  users  of  toe  Pave  Hawk  helicopter,  to  accomplish  their  combat 
search  and  rescue  missions.  The  Air  Force  Special  Operations  Command 
submitted  a  retrofit  modification  proposal  to  toe  program  manager  to  relocate 
toe  radome  from  the  side  to  the  front  of  toe  nose  of  toe  helicopter.  The  retrofit 
modification  would  provide  a  common  radome  location  for  both  Army  and  Air 
Force  special  operations  helicopters  and  facilitate  transport  by  C-141  aircraft. 
The  Special  Operations  Command  was  in  toe  process  of  obtaining  He^quarters, 
Air  Force  approval  of  toe  modification  needed  to  transport  toe  helicopter  by 
C-141  aircraft.  Additionally,  the  Air  Rescue  Service  requested  that  toe  program 
manager  obtain  certification  and  procedures  for  C-141  fransport  of  toe  Pave 
Hawk  helicopters  because  of  toe  high  cost  and  toe  limits  availability  of 
C-5  aircraft  and  toe  increasing  number  of  combat  search  and  rescue  helicopters 
that  needed  to  be  deployed.  If  toe  Air  Combat  Command  were  to  determine  that 
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the  C-141  aircraft  would  need  to  transport  the  Air  Rescue  Service,  the  command 
would  also  require  radome  retrofit  m»lifications  to  87  helicopters.  The  cost  to 
relocate  the  radome  on  97  Pave  Hawk  helicopters  would  be  about  $4.4  million. 

The  ability  and  availability  of  the  C-141  aircraft  to  transport  the  Pave  Hawk 
helicopter  had  not  been  determined  even  though  costly  retrofits  to  move  the 
radome  on  the  helicopter  were  bang  considers.  Almough  A'lTLA  officials 
acknowledged  that  the  radome  reduc^  the  required  floor  clearances,  they  stated 
that  a  test  loading  of  die  helicopter  on  the  C-141  aircraft  would  have  to  be 
performed  to  determine  whether  the  radome  would  be  crushed.  At  the  time  of 
audit,  ATTLA  was  waiting  for  the  program  manager  to  provide  the  funds  and 
resources  necessary  to  test  load  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  onto  the 
C-141  aircraft.  The  Air  Mobility  Command,  which  is  the  primary  command 
responsible  for  managing  and  operating  the  Air  Force's  fleet  of  C-141  airo^, 
informed  the  Air  Rescue  Service  Aat  developing  procedures  for  tactical 
shipment  of  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  by  a  C-141  aircraft  was  not  practical  and 
that  shipment  by  C-141  was  difficult  for  rapid  response  deployments  due  to 
competing  demands. 

Internal  Control  Weaknesses.  Program  managers  for  modified 
Black  Hawk  helicopters  ^d  not  adequately  consider  air  transportability 
requirements  of  the  helicopters  during  the  acquisition  proems.  The  madequate 
consideration  of  transportability  needs  occurred  because  internal  controls  had 
not  been  established  to  ensure  that  program  managers  met  transportability 
requirements  before  modification  of  tiie  helicopters  ocemred.  The  Army's 
MH-60K  helicopter  and  the  Air  Force's  Pave  Ifewk  helicopter  progr^ 
managers  proceeded  to  production  of  the  modified  helicopter  wimout  ensuring 
Aat  the  mo^fied  helicopters  could  meet  thdr  C-5  and  C-141  aircraft 
transportability  requirements.  Production  of  the  two  helicopters  occurred 
primarily  because  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  does  not  clearly  state  when 
transportability  approval  should  be  obtained  for  major  modification  programs. 
DoD  Instruction  5000.2  did  not  prevent  program  managers  from  proceeding  to 
production  of  major  modifications  of  weapon  and  support  systems  until 
transportability  requirements  were  met. 

Management  Oversight.  Interservice  coordination  among  program 
managers  for  modified  Black  Hawk  helicopters  and  transportability  agencies  to 
identify  and  correct  transportability  problems  did  not  occur.  The  Army  and  Air 
Force  program  managers  for  the  modified  Black  Hawk  helicopters  did  not 
provide  the  necess^  information  to  ATTLA  to  receive  ne^ed  transportability 
approvals  and  certifications  before  item  procurement.  Officials  in  the  MH-60K 
and  Pave  Hawk  program  offices  stated  that  the  refueling  probe  and  anteima 
problems  identified  on  the  Night  Hawk  helicopter  by  the  Air  Force  had  not  been 
discussed  with  the  Army.  Lessons  learned  by  the  Air  Force  on  the  Night  Hawk 
coidd  possibly  have  helped  the  Army  avoid  unnecessary  retrofit  costs  on  the 
MH-60K  helicopter,  "nie  Air  Force  Pave  Hawk  program  manage  did  not 
provide  ATTLA  with  the  planned  design  of  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  before  its 
production.  Therefore,  ATTLA  could  not  inform  the  Pave  Hawk  program 
manager  of  the  clearance  difficulties  imposed  by  the  location  of  the  radome 
during  the  design  phase  of  the  acquisition. 
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Management  oversight  is  needed  to  ensure  that  transportability  certifications  are 
obtained  before  weapon  and  support  systems  are  modified.  With  the 
implementation  of  DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  the  responsibility  for  the 
transportability  approval  process  became  unclear.  For  example,  neither 
ATTLA,  which  is  under  AFMC,  nor  TRANSCOM,  which  is  responsible  for 
transporting  the  modified  helicopters,  had  adequate  authority  in  the  acquisition 
process  to  ensure  that  the  program  managers  of  the  MH-60K  and  me  Pave 
Hawk  helicopters  met  transportability  requirements.  Therefore,  no  single 
agency  is  being  held  accountable  for  ensuring  that  air  transportability 
requirements  are  met.  Specific  roles  and  responsibilities  should  ^  assigned  to 
ensure  &at  program  managers  meet  system  transportability  requirements  prior 
to  major  modifications.  Issuance  of  planned  DoD  Directive  4510.5K  is 
needed.  Because  of  the  lack  of  management  oversight  to  ensure  that  program 
managers  met  transportability  requirements,  the  Army  and  ^  Force  may  spend 
about  $4.8  million  to  retrofit  modified  Black  Hawk  helicopters  to  meet  air 
transportability  requirements. 


Summary 


DoD  transportation  guidance  lacks  clearly  defined  roles,  responsibilities,  and 
approval  procedures  for  ensuring  that  transportability  requiremaits  are  met 
during  the  acquisition  process.  Because  of  the  lack  of  adequately  defined  roles, 
responsibilities,  approval  procedures,  and  internal  controls,  the  transportability 
requirements  of  the  AGS,  JSIPS,  and  modified  Black  Hawk  helicopters  have  not 
been  met.  As  a  result,  about  $2.2  billion  may  be  spent  procuring  systems  that 
cannot  be  deployed  as  needed  to  meet  their  mission  requirem^ts. 


Recommendations,  Management  Comments,  and 
Audit  Response 


1.  We  recommend  that  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics) 

a.  Revise  DoD  Directive  5158.4,  "United  States  Transportation 
Command,"  to  make  the  U.S.  Transportation  Command  responsible  for 
certif^g  that  transportability  r^uirements  are  met  for  major  weapon  and 
support  systems  before  low  rate  initial  production  award,  and  production  and 
major  modification. 

Management  Comments.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics) 
nonconcurred,  stating  that  transportability  is  a  part  of  the  Services'  procuremoit 
mission  to  organize,  train,  and  equip.  The  Deputy  Undar  Secretary  stated  that 
rather  than  adding  another  approval  layer  to  enforce  transportability,  it  would  be 
more  efficient  to  require  program  executive  officers  and  program  managers  to 
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comply  with  existing  policies  and  procedures.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretary 
further  stated  that  TRANSCOM  is  not  assigned  all  trani^rtation  aigineering 
activities  involved  in  the  acquisition  process. 

The  Army  and  Air  Force  provided  unsolicited  comments  to  Recommendation 
l.a.  The  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics  nonconcurred 
stating  that  procurement,  which  includes  transportabili^,  is  a  Service-rdated 
responsibility.  The  Army  stated  that  existing  policies  and  directives  are 
sufficient  to  ensure  that  transportability  needs  are  met  before  ^tial  low  rate 
production,  without  adding  another  level  of  approval  to  the  acquisition  process. 
The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics)  concurred  with  the 
recommendation  stating  that  the  designation  of  TRANSCOM  as  the  focal  point 
for  certifying  air  transportability  would  help  ensure  that  alternate  modes  of 
transportation  are  properly  considered. 

Audit  Response.  We  do  not  agree  with  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Ddense 
(Logistics).  We  believe  that  the  certification  process  for  transportability  should 
be  outside  the  Services’  procurement  mission  to  ensure  that  transportability 
needs  are  met.  TRANSCOM's  independence  from  the  acquisition  community 
would  help  safeguard  and  enhance  management  controls  related  to 
transportability. 

We  disagree  that  TRANSCOM's  responsibility  for  certification  of 
transportability  would  add  another  approvm  level  to  ensure  transportability. 
The  Army  presenfly  obtains  transportability  approval  from  MTMC.  The 
arrangement  has  not  added  another  layer  of  approval;  rather  it  has  indirectly 
involved  TRANSCOM  in  the  transportability  approval  process.  The  present 
approval  system  is  not  ensuring  tiiat  transportability  needs  are  met.  We 
therefore  request  that  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics) 
reconsider  Recommendation  l.a.  and  provide  comments  to  the  final  report,  "^e 
comments  should  include  an  estimated  completion  date  for  implementing 
DoD-wide  policy  guidance. 

b.  Promptly  issue  DoD  Directive  4510.XX,  "Defense  Transportation 
Engineering,"  to  clarify  transportability  roles  and  responsibilities,  includmg 
those  of  the  U.S.  Transportation  Command,  and  to  establish  the  DoD  policy 
needed  to  support  the  issuance  and  implementation  of  Joint  Regulation  (Army 
Regulation  70-44,  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  4600.22B,  Air  Force 
Regulation  80-18,  Marine  Corps  Order  4610, 14C,  and  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  Regulation  4500.25). 

Management  Comments.  The  Deputy  Under  Secrete^  of  Defense  (LogMcs) 
partially  concurred,  stating  that  although  transportability  roles,  responsibilities, 
and  approval  process  need  clarification,  DoD  Directive  4510.JK  is  not  the  right 
document  to  achieve  that  end.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretary  stated  that  DoD 
Directive  4510.XX  addresses  DoD  transportation  policy,  not  the  specific 
transportability  certification  process.  He  fiirth^  stated  that  the  specific 
transportability  certification  process  is  detailed  in  Joint  Regulation  (Army 
Regulation  70-44,  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  4600.22B,  Air  Force 
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Regulation  80-18,  Marine  Corps  Ordo-  4610. 14C,  and  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  Regulation  4500.25).  The  Joint  Regulation  is  undwgoing  revision  and 
is  expected  to  be  circulated  for  comments  by  December  1993. 

Although  comments  were  not  solicited,  the  Army  Office  of  the  D^uty  Chief  of 
Staff  for  Logistics  partially  concurred,  stating  that  DoD  Directive  4510.XX 
should  be  issued;  however,  the  purpose  of  the  mrective  is  to  establish  an  ovei^ 
transportation  policy,  not  to  address  the  i^ecifics  for  obtaining  transportability 
certification.  The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics)  concurred, 
stating  that  issuing  a  new  DoD  directive  will  provide  added  emphasis  to  ensure 
that  transportability  is  considered  in  the  acquisition  process  and  will  improve 
readiness  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

Audit  R^ponse.  The  proper  document  to  establish  traisportability  roles  Md 
responsibilities  is  DoD  Directive  4510.XX,  which  needs  to  clarify 
TRANSCOM's  role  in  ensuring  transportability.  However,  we  recognize  fliat 
the  Joint  Regulation  is  a  means  to  implement  the  poUcy.  As  a  result,  we  have 
revised  Recommendation  l.b.  to  have  DoD  Directive  4510.XX  establish  the 
DoD  policy  needed  to  support  the  issuance  and  implementation  of  the  Joint 
Regulation.  We,  therefore,  request  that  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Logistics)  comment  on  the  revised  Recommendation  l.b.  in  responding  to  the 
final  report.  The  comments  should  include  an  estimated  completion  date  for 
implementing  DoD-wide  policy  and  guidance. 

2.  We  recommend  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and 
Technology  revise  DoD  bistruction  5000.2,  “Defense  Acquisition  Management 
Policies  and  Procedures,"  to  require  that  program  managers  not  proceed  to  low 
rate  initial  production  award  or  major  modification  of  weapon  and  support 
systems  until  transporfediility  requirements  are  met. 

Management  Comments.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretory  of  Defense  (Logistics) 
concurred,  stating  that  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  is  being  revised  to  r^uire  that 
program  managers  not  proceed  to  low  rate  initial  production  contract  award  or 
major  modification  of  weapon  support  systems  until  tt^sportobility 
requirements  are  met.  The  revision  is  expected  to  be  completed  within  the  next 
6  to  8  months. 

Although  comments  were  not  solicited,  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  CMef  of 
S^f  for  Logistics  and  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics) 
concurred  with  the  intent  of  the  recommendation. 

Audit  Response.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense's  (Logistics)  planned 
actions  are  responsive,  and  no  fiurthra’  comments  are  required. 

3.  We  recommend  that  the  Army  Acquisition  Executive  reduce  the  Armored 
Gun  System  planned  procurement  by  about  $186  million  for  systems  if  the 
Armored  Gun  System  cannot  be  successfully  low  velocity  airdropped  from  a 
C-130  aircraft;  or  if  an  alternative  tactical  aircraft  that  has  demonstrated  the 
capability  to  meet  the  Armored  Gun  System  low  velocity  ai^op  mission  will 
not  be  available  to  support  Armored  Gun  System  airdrop  missions. 
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Management  Comments.  The  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Logistics  concurred,  and  stated  that  the  AGS  will  successfully  meet  LVAD 
testing  before  procurement. 

Although  comments  were  not  solicited,  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defuse 
(Logistics)  concurred,  and  stated  that  the  AGS  program  manager  will  conduct  a 
static  airdrop  test  in  April  1994  and  a  live  airdrop  from  a  C-130  aircraft  in 
November  1994.  Additionally,  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Army  (Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition)  nonconcurred,  pd  stated  that 
adequate  planned  tests  and  evaluations  exist  to  address  the  capability  of  the  AGS 
to  LVAD  from  a  C-130  aircraft  before  low  rate  initial  production  contract 
award.  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  further  stated  that 
nonachievement  of  air  transportability  by  tacticd  aircrm  would  jeopardize  the 
entire  program,  not  only  the  58  systems  mentioned.  The  Air  Force  Deputy 
Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics)  concurred,  and  stated  that  the  AGS  is  capable  of  being 
airdropped  by  tactical  aircr^.  However,  it  cannot  be  airdropped  at  the  weight, 
with  enough  frel  and  ammunition,  required  to  engage  in  immediate  combat 
operations. 

Audit  Response.  Although  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Logistics  indicat^  concurrence,  it  is  unclear  whether  the  stated  actions  meet  the 
intent  of  the  recommendation.  The  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  stated 
that  an  AGS  LVAD  test  will  be  conducted  before  procurement,  but  did  not 
specify  whether  the  test  would  be  conducted  from  a  C-130  aircradt  before  low 
rate  initial  production.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretaty  of  Defense  comments 
indicate  that  a  C-130  aircraft  will  be  used.  If  that  is  the  Army's  mteit,  we 
request  such  clariftcation.  We  are  also  concerned  that  the  interpretation  of  the 
word  "procurement"  may  not  include  low  rate  initial  production. 

We  disagree  with  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research, 
Development,  and  Acquisition)  in  that  planned  tests  and  evaluations  are 
sufficient  to  address  the  capability  of  the  AGS  to  LVAD  from  a  C-130  aircraft 
before  the  low  rate  initial  production  contract  award.  The  approved  AGS  Test 
and  Evaluation  Master  Plan  (TEMP),  signed  by  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of 
the  Army  ((derations  Research)  on  October  5,  1992,  required  an  LVAD  test 
from  a  tactical  aircraft,  not  a  C-130  aircraft,  before  the  low  rate  initial 
production  decision.  The  LVAD  test  from  a  C-130  aircraft  was  scheduled  in  a 
draft  TEMP  but  was  not  included  in  the  approved  TEMP.  We  are  concerned 
that  a  C-17  aircraft  will  be  used  for  the  LVAD  test  b^use  of  the  weight 
limitations  of  the  C-130  aircraft;  however,  the  C-17  aircraft  would  riot  be 
available  to  support  AGS  LVAD  missions.  The  C-17  has  already  ei^rienced 
schedule  delays,  technical  deficiencies,  and  reduced  procuremait  quantities. 

4.  We  recommend  that  the  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  program 
manager  coordinate  with  the  Air  Force  Shelter  Management  Office  to: 

a.  Verify  that  modified  shelters  can  safely  transport  the  Joint  Services 
Imagery  Processing  System  and  be  effectively  supported  in  the  field. 

Management  Comments.  The  Air  Force  Dqputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics) 
concurred.  The  concurrence  included  comments  from  the  JSIPS  program 
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manager,  stating  that  information  on  the  JSIPS  has  been  provided  to  the  Shelter 
Management  Office  and  office  personnel  are  working  to  add  the  JSIPS  shelters 
to  the  DoD  standard  family  of  shelters.  The  JSIPS  program  manager  also  stated 
that  the  Shelter  Management  Office  has  agreed  to  analyze  JSIPS  shelter  design 
data,  test  results  and  deploymait  history  to  verify  that  me  modified  shelters  can 
safely  transport  the  system. 

Although  comments  were  not  solicited,  the  D^uty  Undo:  Seostary  of  Defense 
(Logistics)  partially  concurred  and  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 
for  Logistics  concurred  with  the  recommendation.  Both  noted  that  JSIPS  did 
obtain  air  movement  certification. 

Audit  Response.  The  Air  Force's  action  is  responsive  to  Recommendation  4.a. 
However,  we  request  that  the  JSIPS  program  manager  provide  dates  of 
completion  for  the  planned  corrective  action. 

b.  Purchase  the  additional  shelters  needed. 

Mhinagement  Comments.  The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics) 
nonconcurred,  stating  that  the  use  of  tailored  shelters  versus  DoD  standard 
shelters  was  necessary  to  satisfy  the  specific  shelter  design  factors  identified  by 
the  system  transport  requirements.  The  Deputy  Chief  of  St^  also  provided  the 
JSIPS  program  manager's  comments  to  &e  recommendation.  Tlie  program 
manager  stated  that  the  use  of  standard  shelters  for  production  would  increase 
the  technical  risk  which  would  be  either  unaccepted  by  the  prime  contractor  or 
too  costly.  The  program  manager  conceded  that  procurement  of  "identical" 
JSIPS  shelters  through  the  Shelter  Management  Offi(»  would  result  in  some 
small  savings;  however,  tiie  schedule  risk  associated  with  providing  the  shelt^s 
through  the  Shelter  Management  Office  would  more  than  offset  any  potential 
gains. 

Although  comments  were  unsolicited  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Logistics)  and  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics 
concurred  with  Recommendation  4.b.  However,  both  stated  that  using  stodard 
shelters  versus  contractor-modified  shelters  would  double  the  quantity  of 
shelters  required,  due  to  the  unique  JSIPS  wdght  requirements.  Both  offices 
concluded  that  the  JSIPS  program  office  is  saving  $1  million  by  using  modified 
shelters  and  the  most  effective  way  to  meet  system  cost  and  schedule  is  to  use 
contractor  provided  shelters. 

Audit  Response.  We  consider  the  Air  Force  comments  to  be  nomresponsive. 
The  recommendation  did  not  direct  the  JSIPS  program  manager  to  procure  DoD 
standard  shelters;  rather,  it  is  to  ensure  that  the  Shelter  Managem^t  Office 
assists  in  the  most  economical  procurement  of  "identical"  shelters.  As  reported, 
the  Shelter  Management  Office  has  the  assigned  responsibility  and  authority  for 
development  and  acquisition  of  shelters  when  new  or  modified  shelters  are 
required.  Further,  the  JSIPS  program  manager  acknowledged  that  the 
procurement  of  "identical"  shelters  through  the  Shelter  hfenageraent  Office  will 
result  in  a  savings  and  will  not  increase  shelter  costs.  In  addition,  the  JSIPS 
program  office  did  not  coordinate  their  shelter  procurements  with  the  Shelter 
Management  Office  during  development  and,  as  a  result,  the  JSIPS'  sdiedule 
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risk  associated  with  obtaining  shelters  through  the  Shelter  Managemrat  Office  is 
unlmown.  Therefore,  we  r^uest  that  the  Air  Force  Dq)uty  Chief  of  Staff 
(Logistics)  reconsider  his  position  in  response  to  the  final  report. 

5.  We  recommend  that  the  Army  Space  Program  Office,  in  conjunction  with 
the  Army  Tank  Automotive  Command,  verify  that  Joint  Imagery  Processing 
System  trailers  can  safely  transport  the  modified  and  overloaded  shelters  and 
that  the  trailers  can  be  e^^tively  supported  in  the  field. 

Management  Comments.  The  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy^  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Logistics  concurred,  stating  that  initial  coordination  with  TACOM  was 
projected  for  August  30,  1993.  The  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 
included  comments  from  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretoy  of  the  Army 
(Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition),  which  stated  that  the  Army  Space 
Program  Office  and  TACOM  will  work  together  to  get  an  approved 
momfication  for  the  modified  trailers  and  they  will  work  together  to  develop 
and  build  trailers  that  will  satisfy  future  Army  JSIPS  requirements.  The  Office 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  also  stated  that  TACOM  was  reviewing  JSIPS  trailer 
requirements  that  it  received  in  late  May  1993.  A  completion  date  was  pending 
based  on  funding  and  fielding  of  future  Army  JSIPS. 

Although  comments  were  not  solicited,  the  Deputy  Under  S^retary  of  Defense 
(Logistics)  and  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  St^  (Logistics)  concurred  with 
Ae  recommendation.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretafy  stated  that  initid 
coordination  between  the  Army  Space  Program  Office  ^d  TACOM  to  obtain 
approval  for  the  modified  JSIPS  trailers  was  to  occur  in  August  1993.  The 
Anny  Space  Program  Office  and  TACOM  will  work  together  to  develop  and 
buUd  trailers  to  meet  future  requirements. 

Audit  Response.  The  Army's  action  is  responsive  to  the  recommendation. 
Further  coordination  by  our  office  has  revealed  that  TACOM  has  outlined  an 
initial  coordination  schedule  with  the  Army  Space  Program  Office  in  a  letter, 
dated  August  26,  1993.  We  request  that  the  Army  provide  dates  of  eompletion 
for  the  approval  of  the  modified  trailers  and  the  development  of  trailers  to  meet 
future  JSIPS  needs. 

6.  We  recommend  that  the  Commander,  Uni^  States  Spwial  Operations 
Command,  develop,  with  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency,  the . 
loading  plans  for  the  reconfigured  MH-oOK  helicopter  before  performing  the 
retrofits  to  the  fuel  system  and  antenna. 

Managftment  Comments.  The  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief,  United  States 
Special  Operations  Command  nonconcurred  and  stated  that  loading  plans  have 
always  been  a  basic  part  of  the  program,  and  the  plans  are  update  as  design, 
test  results,  and  customer  direction  dictate. 

Although  comments  were  not  solicited,  the  Deputy  Under  Secretaty  of  Defense 
(Logistics),  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  S^f  for  Logistics,  Md  the 
Department  of  tiie  Army  Product  Manager,  Special  Operations  Aircraft, 
nonconcurred  with  the  recommendation  and  provide  comments  similar  to  those 
provided  by  the  Special  Operations  Command. 
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Audit  Response.  The  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief,  United  States  Special 
Operations  Command,  comments  are  not  responsive  to  the  recommendation. 
The  basic  principle  is  to  ensure  that  loading  plans  are  in  place  for  the 
reconfigured  helicopter  to  meet  its  transportability  requirements.  As  a  result  of 
tests,  ATTLA  provides  approvals  of  the  loading,  securing,  and  off-loading 
procedures  for  inclusion  in  the  joint  transportability  guidance  publication.  Uie 
loading  plans  that  ATTLA  received  were  based  on  previous  tpt  loadings  of  the 
Black  Hawk  helicopter,  not  the  reconfigured  MH-60K  helicopter.  Loading 
plans  should  include  procedures  for  transporting  the  MH-60K  hdicopt^  safdy 
and  efficiently  without  incurring  any  major  problems,  such  as  fuel  spillage. 
Transportability  approval  should  be  obtain^  to  avoid  possible  additional 
modifications.  Such  approval  would  ensure  that  tr^spor^ility  requirements 
are  met.  Program  managers  should  not  proceed  with  major  modifications  of 
weapon  and  support  system  until  transportability  requirements  are  met,  to 
include  the  appropriate  approval  from  ATTLA  on  the  loading  plans  for  the 
MH-60K.  We,  therefore,  request  that  the  Deputy  Comm^der  in  Chief,  United 
States  Special  Operations  Command,  reconsider  his  position  in  response  to  the 
final  report. 

7.  We  recommend  that  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  program  manager  cancel 
plans  to  spend  about  $4.4  million  to  retrofit  the  helicopter  unless  the  Air 
Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency  determines  that  the  Pave  I^wk  cannot  be 
loaded  onto  the  C-141  aircraft  without  the  retrofit,  and  the  Air  Force's  Air 
Mobility  Command  states  that  the  C-141  aircraft  will  be  available  to  transport 
the  Pave  Hawk  helicopters. 

Management  Comments.  The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics) 
concurred,  stating  that  the  test  cited  in  the  recomm^dation  should  be  stat^  that 
the  Pave  Hawk  program  should  proceed  if  the  Pave  Hawk  can  be  loaded  with 
toe  retrofit. 

Although  comments  were  not  solicited  toe  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defuse 
(Logistics)  partially  concurred  with  the  recommendation.  The  Office  of  toe 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Acquisition)  in  an  attachment  to  toe 
comments  firom  toe  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logwtics) 
nonconcurred  with  toe  recommendation.  The  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief  of 
United  States  Special  Operations  Command,  one  of  the  users  of  toe  Pave  Hawk 
helicopter,  also  provid^  unsolicited  comments.  The  Deputy  Commands  in 
Chief  concurred  with  toe  recommendation  and  stated  that,  before  relocating  toe 
tadome,  a  test  loai^g  of  toe  Pave  Hawk  helicopt^  needs  to  be  performed  to 
determine  if  toe  current  helicopter  configuration  will  fit  on  a  C-141  aircraft, 
liie  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief  commented  that  if  toe  radome  is  relocated, 
toe  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  should  be  transportable  in  toe  C-141  aircraft  and  its 
operational  effectivaiess  improved.  The  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defaise 
(Logistics)  and  the  Office  of  toe  Apistant  Secretary  of  toe  Air  Force 
(Acquisition)  stated  that  the  retrofit  is  being  conducted  primarily  to  improve  toe 
helicopters  operational  effectiveness.  Both  offices  also  noted  that  toe  program 
meager  will  perform  the  necess^  engineeririg  studies  and  toe  program 
manager  has  coordinated  with  toe  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency  for 
a  test  loading  of  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter.  Comments  fiom  toe  Office  of  toe 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Acquisition)  stated  that  toe  Air  Force  has 
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no  objection  to  the  test  loading  of  the  Pave  Hawk  on  C-141  aircraft  for 
certification  purposes;  however,  the  Air  Force  will  continue  with  its  plans  to 
modify  the  Pave  Hawk. 

Audit  Response.  Although  the  Air  Force  Dq)uty  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics) 
concurred  with  the  recommendation  to  cancel  the  plans  for  the  retrofit  if  stated 
conditions  occur,  the  intent  of  his  comments  is  unclear.  The  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Acquisition)  nonconcurred  and  stated  thM 
they  will  continue  with  the  plans  to  retrofit  the  helicopter.  Based  on  this 
nonconcurrence,  it  appears  that  the  Air  Force  might  perform  the  retrofits, 
before  the  test  loading  is  completed.  The  int^t  of  the  recommendation  is  to 
ensure  ftat  the  proper  transportability  approvals  are  obtained  before 
modifications  or  retrofits  are  made.  Such  approval  would  oisure  that 
transportability  requirements  are  met,  The  Air  Force  origin^y  placed  the 
radome  on  the  helicopter  without  obtaining  C-141  transportability  approval. 
Transportability  approval  should  be  obtained  to  avoid  unnecessary  retrofits.  _We 
agree  with  the  Dqputy  Commander  in  Chief  of  United  States  Special  Operations 
Command  that  there  needs  to  be  assurance  that  the  cuffent  helicopter 
configuration  will  not  fit  into  the  C-141  aircraft,  before  relocating  the  radome. 
Therefore,  we  request  that  the  Air  Force  provide  clarification  of  their  position 
on  the  recommendation. 


Potential  Monetary  Benefits,  Management  Comments,  and 
Audit  Response 


Potential  monetary  benefits  are  claimed  by  Recommendations  3.,  4.b.,  6., 
and  7. 

Recommendation  3.  The  Army  Acquisition  Executive  should  avoid  spending 
about  $186  million  if  the  AGS  cannot  meet  its  LVAD  requirement. 

Management  Comments.  The  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Logistics,  responding  for  the  Army,  did  not  comment  on  the  pot^tial  monetary 
benefits.  However,  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  tiie  Army 
(Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition)  provided  unsolicited  comments.  The 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  disagree  that  about  $186  million  could  be 
spent  for  58  AGS  vehicles  without  ensuring  that  the  AGS  can  be  airdropped 
fi-om  a  C-130  aircraft.  The  Assistant  Secretary  stated  that  information 
concerning  AGS  LVAD  would  be  prepared  to  satisfy  the  transportability  exit 
criteria  of  the  acquisition  baseline.  The  Assistant  Secretary  also  stat^  that  no 
production  funds  will  be  obligated  for  low  rate  initial  production  until  all  exit 
criteria  are  addressed  and  decided  on  by  the  Dq)artment  of  the  Army  hi-Process 
Review  Board,  The  Assistant  Secretary  further  stated  that  the  AGS  contractor 
was  under  contract  to  meet  tiie  C-130  LVAD  at  level  I  armor  weight  (about 
35,500  pounds  item  weight  limit)  and  that  one  of  the  piuposes  of  the 
engineering  and  manufacturing  development  phase  of  the  acquisition  process  is 
to  finalize  vehicle  design  and  solve  unforeseen  problems,  such  as  weight 
growth. 
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Au^t  Response.  The  AGS  must  be  successfully  LVAD  tested  from  a  C-130 
airci^  before  low  rate  initial  production  in  order  to  adequately  addrew 
transportability  exit  criteria.  If  this  test  is  not  successfully  completed,  there  is 
no  assurance  that  the  AGS  project  office  won't  s|>^d  about  $186  miUion 
developing  58  AGS  vehicles  which  cannot  meet  the  mission  needs  of  the  XVin 
Airborne  Corps. 

Transportability  exit  criteria  may  not  be  suffipient  to  ensure  that  the  AGS  is 
capable  of  a  LVAD  from  a  C-130  aircraft  before  low  rate  initial  production. 
The  best  way  to  ensure  that  the  AGS  meets  the  transportability  requirement  is  to 
successfully  LVAD  an  AGS  from  a  C-130  aircraft  before  the  low  rate  initial 
production  decision.  However,  the  approved  AGS  TEMP,  signed  by  the 
Deputy  Under  S^retary  of  the  Army  (Operations  Research)  on  October  5, 
1992,  did  not  specifically  schedule  an  LVAD  test  from  a  C-i30  aircraft.  An 
LVAD  test  from  a  C-130  aircraft  should  be  conducted  to  ensure  that  the  weight 
restrictions  of  the  C-130  aircraft  are  met.  Such  tests  would  provide  review 
boards  with  solid  evidence  that  transportability  requirements  are  met. 
Safeguards  are  needed  in  acquisition  guidance  to  ensure  ^t  transportability 
requirements  are  demonstrated  before  systems  enter  low  rate  initial  production. 

Although  the  engineering  and  manufacturing  development  phase  of  the 
acquisition  process  is  to  finalize  vehicle  design,  the  estimated  weight  of  the 
AGS  design  had  surpassed  the  weight  limit  by  about  1,200  pounds  for  LVAD 
from  a  C-130  aircraft.  The  Army  had  no  assur^ce  that  the  AGS  would  meet 
the  LVAD  weight  restrictions  before  low  rate  initial  production. 

Recommendation  4.b.  The  JSIPS  program  could  avoid  spending  about 
$1.6  million  if  additional  shelter  procurements  are  coordinated  with  the  Air 
Force  Shelter  Management  Office. 

Management  Comments.  The  JSIPS  program  manager  nonconcurred  with  the 
audit  finding  stating,  "A  savings  of  $2.0M  [million]  could  have  been  achieved 
during  Engineering,  Manufacturing  and  Development  phase  if  standard  belters 
were  procured  from  the  Army  Aviation  Troop  Support  Command.  An 
additional  $1.6M  [million]  expenditure  could  potentially  be  avoided  if 
production  shelters  are  obtained  through  the  military  item  manager."  The  JSIPS 
program  manager  challenged  the  methodology  employed  to  calci^te  the 
proposed  savings,  stating  tiiat  the  JSIPS  shelter  cost  was  only  $1.3  milhon  for 
eight  shelters,  not  $2.9  million;  and  that  JSIPS  shelters  include  tailored  features 
unique  to  JSIPS  requirements  that  would  not  be  included  in  the  cost  of  a 
standard  shelter.  The  JSIPS  program  manager  al^  stated  that  twice  as  many 
standard  shelters  would  be  needed  to  handle  the  unique  weight  capacities  of  the 
JSIPS  shelters,  therefore,  any  potential  cost  benefit  based  on  shelter 
procurement  would  be  lost.  The  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research, 
Development,  and  Acquisition)  provided  comments  similar  to  those  that  the 
JSIPS  program  manager  provided.  The  Army  added  that  the  JSIPS  program 
manager  would  need  to  procure  56  standard  shelters  at  $5.2  million  versus  the 
planned  28  nonstandard  shelters  at  $4.2  million,  thereby  saving  the  Government 
$1  million. 
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Audit  Response.  Our  estimated  cost  of  shelters  is  accurate  and  conservative. 
The  potential  monetaiy  benefits  were  based  on  data  obtained  from  the  JSIPS 
program  office.  The  $2.9  million  estimate  of  contractor  provided  engineering, 
manufacturing,  and  development  shelters  was  obtained  firom  the  purchase  order 
between  the  prime  contractor  and  the  subcontractor  who  provided  the  eight 
shelters.  The  JSIPS  contracting  officer  stated  that  an  additional  12  percent, 
which  would  include  prime  contractor  profit,  oveiiiead,  and  incoitive  fees, 
should  be  added  to  the  cost  for  the  shelters  fiom  the  prime  contractor,  '^e 
price  quotes  for  shelters  were  averaged  and  the  12-percent  markup  was  applied 
to  determine  the  estimated  cost  for  contractor  provided  production  shelters.  The 
Shelter  Management  Office  could  have  procured  the  shelters  directly  from  a 
shelter  contractor  had  the  JSIPS  program  manager  contacted  the  office  and 
thereby  avoided  paying  the  prime  contractor  overhead  costs. 

The  estimated  costs  of  shelters  provided  through  the  Army's  item  manager  for 
shelters  were  based  on  actual  level  3  engineering  drawings  for  the  JSIPS 
shelters.  The  shelters  would  meet  the  same  requirements  as  those  provided  by 
the  prime  contractor.  Estimates  from  the  Army’s  item  manager  represent  the 
same  quantity  and  type  of  shelter  as  the  estimates  for  contractor  provided 
shelters  and  are  a  v^d  basis  for  comparison  to  arrive  at  the  potential  savings 
cited  in  die  report.  We  therefore,  request  that  the  JSIPS  program  office 
reconsider  its  position  on  the  potential  monetary  benefits  in  response  to  the  final 
report. 

Recommendation  6.  The  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  could  avoid 
spending  $350,000  for  quick  dry  disconnect  modifications  if  loading  plans  ^ 
developed  widi  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency  before  performing 
modifications. 

Management  Comments.  The  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Special 
Operations  Command  disagr^  that  the  spending  of  $350,000  could  be 
avoided.  In  addition,  the  Army's  Product  Manager,  Special  Opei^ons 
Aircraft,  provided  unsolicited  comments  also  disagreeing  that  the  spen^g  of 
$350,000  could  be  avoided.  Both  stated  that  the  cost  of  implementing  the 
recommendation  would  outweigh  the  benefits.  The  Special  Operations 
Command  reported  that  the  MH-60K  program  avoided  close  to  $1  million  in 
added  costs  by  using  a  retrofit  kit,  rather  than  paying  the  high  overhead  rates  of 
the  aircraft  manufacturer. 

Audit  Response.  The  Army  Product  Manager,  S|^ial  Operations  Aircraft, 
should  not  have  been  allowed  to  proceed  wiUi  modifying  23  helicopters,  at  a 
cost  of  $548  million,  until  transportability  requirements  were  met,  to  include  the 
appropriate  approval  firom  A'lllA  on  the  loading  plans  for  the  MH-60K.  The 
transportability  test  loading  of  the  MH-60K  helicopter  occurred  10  inonths  after 
the  Product  Manager  had  awarded  die  prime  contractor  a  modification  contract 
to  produce  11  MH-60K  helicopters.  Retrofit  cost  could  have  been  avoided  had 
transportability  been  adequately  addressed  dxiring  the  development. 
Transportability  approval  should  be  obtained  before  an  additional  $350,000  is 
spent  retrofitting  Ae  helicopter. 
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Recommendat&)n  7.  The  Air  Force  might  avoid  spending  about  $4.4  million 
by  ensuring  that  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  can  be  loaded  in  a  C-141  aircraft 
before  retrofitting  the  helicopters. 

Management  Comments.  The  Air  Force  did  not  provide  any  commmits  to  the 
potential  mone^  benefits;  however,  unsolicited  comments  were  provided  by 
the  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command.  The 
Deputy  Commander  in  Chief  disagreed  Aat  $4.4  million  could  have  be^ 
avoided.  The  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief  stated  that  canceling  the  retrofit  on 
97  aircraft  would  save  about  $43,000  per  aircraft.  However,  the  Deputy 
Commander  in  Chief  noted  that  all  97  aircraft  may  not  require  modification. 

Audit  Response.  The  entire  fleet  of  Pave  Hawk  helicopters  have  the 
requirement  to  be  transportable  by  C-141  aircraft,  therefore  if  the  Air  Force 
retrofits  all  97  helicopters,  the  potential  moneta^  benefits  would  be  about 
$4.4  million,  $43,000  per  helicopter  for  recurring  engineering  and  installation 
costs  and  about  $288,000  for  nonrecurring  costs.  We  tiierefore  request,  that  the 
Air  Force  provide  comments  on  the  potential  monetary  benefits  in  response  to 
the  final  report. 


RESPONSE  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  EACH  RECOMMENDATION 

Responses  to  the  final  report  are  required  from  the  addressees  shown  for  the  items 
indicated  with  an  "X”  in  the  chart  below. 


Response  Should  Cover: 


Number 

Addressee 

Concur/ 

Nonconcur 

Proposed 

Action 

Completion 

Date 

Relat^ 

Issues. 

l.a. 

DUSD(L)** 

X 

X 

X 

IC 

l.b. 

DUSD(L) 

X 

X 

X 

IC 

3. 

Army 

X 

X 

M 

4.a. 

Air  Force 

X 

4.b. 

Air  Force 

X 

X 

X 

M 

5. 

Army 

X 

6. 

Special  Operations 

Command 

X 

X 

X 

M 

7. 

Air  Force 

X 

M 

"V  =  monetary  benefits;  IC  =  material  internal  control  weakness 
"deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics) 
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Part  ni  -  Additional  Information 


Appendix  A.  Profile  of  Systems  Reviewed 


AGS.  The  AGS  is  a  light  armored  vehicle  containing  a  direct  fire  capability. 
The  Army  is  developing  the  AGS,  which  will  be  operated  by  a  three-person 
crew.  It  win  have  a  105mm  main  gun;  an  automatic  loader;  a  7.62mm  coa;^ 
machine  gun;  and  a  commanders'  weapon  consisting  of  a  .50-caliber  machine 
gun,  a  7.62mm  machine  gun,  or  a  40mm  automatic  grenade  launcher,  "^ee 
levels  of  protective  armor  will  be  available  for  the  AGS.  A  base  armor  will  be 
supplied  on  fte  vehicle  and  two  additional  armor  packages  can  be  added  to 
provide  additional  protection.  The  AGS  will  provide  firepower  to  forces 
deployed  in  support  of  operations  where  tanks  are  not  available  and  will  be  used 
in  airdrop  and  forced  entry  operations  when  deployability  is  essential.  light 
Cavalry  Regiments  will  also  use  the  AGS  for  cavalry  reconnaissance  and 
security  missions.  The  AGS  is  required  to  be  air  transported  by  the  C-130  and 
C-17  aircraft  for  LVAD  missions,  and  the  C-130,  C-17,  C-141,  and 
C-5  aircraft  for  roU-on/roU-off  missions. 

JSIPS.  The  JSIPS  is  a  modular,  segmental,  and  tactically  deployable  imagery 
collection  system.  The  JSEPS  will  be  capable  of  being  deployed  to  receive, 
process,  and  disseminate  imagery  products  collected  by  tacticm  and  nationdi 
intelligence  assets.  JSIPS  is  being  procured  jointly  by  the  Milit^  Departments 
with  toe  Air  Force  as  toe  lead.  The  Army,  Air  Force,  and  Marine  Corps  JSIPS 
will  be  trans^rted  in  tactical  shelters.  Tactical  shelters  are  transportable 
structures  designed  to  provide  a  work  in  capability.  The  Navy  JSIPS  is 
scheduled  to  be  installed  on  board  ships  without  toe  use  of  tactical  shelters.  The 
JSIPS  is  required  to  be  surface  transported  by  semi-trailers,  dolly  sets,  and  5-ton 
trucks. 

Modified  Black  Hawk  Helicopters  (MH-60K  and  Pave  Hawk).  The 
MH-60K  helicopter  is  a  modified  version  of  toe  Black  Hawk  helicopt^  with  a 
refueling  probe  installed.  The  MH-60K  is  a  medium  lift  helicopter  that  will 
support  Army  special  operations.  The  Army  is  pouring  23  MH-60K 
helicopters.  The  MH-60K  helicopter  is  required  to  be  air  transported  by  toe 
C-141  and  C-5  aircraft. 

The  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  is  a  modified  version  of  the  Black  Hawk  helicopter 
with  a  self-extending  refheling  probe  and  a  color  weather  radar  mth  radome. 
The  Pave  Hawk  is  a  medium  lift  helicopter  that  will  support  specM  operations 
and  combat  search  and  rescue  missions.  The  Air  Fo^  is  procumg  97  Pave 
Hawk  helicopters.  The  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  is  required  to  be  air  transported 
by  C-141  and  C-5  aircraft. 
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Appendix  A:  Profile  of  Systems  Reviewed 


Army  MH-60K  Helicopter 


Air  Force  MH-60G  (Pave  Hawk)  Helicopter 
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During  the  front  loading  of  the  Pave  Hawk  Helicopter  in  a  C-5  aircraft 
difficulties  were  encountered.  A  ramp  had  to  be  designed  to  prevent  possible 
damage  of  the  refueling  probe  and  radome. 


The  refueling  probe  imposes  tight  ramp  clearances  with  the  aircraft  floor  once 

loaded  into  the  C-5  aircraft. 


35 


Appendix  B.  DoD  Acquisition  and 

Transportability  Guidance 
Revisions 


Guidance 

Subject 

Date  of 

Previous  Guidance 

Date  of 

Current  Guidance 

DoD  Directive 

5000.1 

Defease  Acquisition 

Sept.  1987 

Feb.  1991 

DoD  Instruction 

5000.2 

Defense  Acquisition 
Management  Policies  and 
Procedures 

Sept.  1987 

Feb.  1991 

DoD  Directive 

5158.4* 

United  States 
Tranqx)rtation  Command 

Guidance  did  not 
exist 

Jan.  1993 

DoD  Directive 

4510.XX 

Defense  Transportation 
Engineering 

Guidance  did  not 
exist 

Guklanoeis 

indraft 

Joint  Regulation 
(Army  ReguiatitMi  70-44, 
Office  of  Qiief  of 
Naval  Operations ' 
Instruction  4d00.22B, 

Air  Force  Regulation 
80-18) 

DoD  Engineering 
for  Tran^rt^ility 

Sept.  1987 

Guidance  Is 
indraft 

Army  Regulation 

70^7 

Army  Engineering 
for  Transportability 

Aug.  1985 

To  be  consolidated 
into  new  jmnt 

Army  R^ulation 
70-44,  Office 
of  the  Ctdef  of 

Naval  Operations 
Instmctioa  4(00.22B, 
and  Air  Force 
Emulation  80-18 

*  DoD  Directive  S1S8.4  does  not  reference  transportability. 
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Appendix  C.  Transportability  Activities  and 

Their  Responsibilities 


Activities 

OSD 

Dq>uty  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Logistics) 


Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Acquisition  and 
Technology,  Deputy 
Director  (Land  Warfare) 

Transportation  Policy 
Council 


Army 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Army  (Installations  and 
Logistics) 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Army  (Research, 
Development,  and 
Acquisition) 


Responsibilities 


Establishes  policies  for  DoD  activities 
concerning  the  effective  use  of  transportation 
resources  and  the  development  and  operation 
of  transportation  single  manager  agencies. 
Issues  guidance  for  die  Defense 
Standardization  and  Specification  Program. 

Processes  requests  to  procure  shelters  not 
approved  as  part  of  the  DoD  Standard  Family 
Shelters. 


Reviews  and  assesses  the  effectiveness  of  DoD 
transportation  and  traffic  management 
policies,  programs,  and  systems.  Consists  of 
the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Logistics  and  Materiel  Management,  Director 
for  Energy  and  Transportation  Policy,  and  the 
Deputy  Director  for  Transportation 
Programs.) 


Responsible  for  transportability  policy 
guidance  in  Army. 


Coordinates  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Army  (Installations  and  Logistics)  in  the 
preparation  of  Army  transportability  policy 
guidance. 


Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Ensures  that  transportability  is  considered 
Research,  Development,  and  during  research,  development,  test  and 
Acquisition  evaluation  of  Amy  acquired  systems. 


Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Has  general  re^nsibilities  for  the  Amy's 
Logistics  transportability  program. 
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Army  (cont'd) 

Army  Materiel  Command 


Materiel  Systems  Analysis 
Activity 


Natick  Research, 
Development,  and 
Engineering  Center 


Navy 

Commander,  Naval  Supply 
Systems  Command,  Deputy 
Commander  for 
Transportation 

Air  Force 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 
(Logistics),  Director  of 
Transportation 

Air  Force  Materiel 
Command  Logistics 
Directorate  Transportation 
Division 


Aeronautical  Systems 
Center,  Air  Transportability 
Test  Loading  Agency 


Conducts  the  Army's  research  and 
development  programs  for  air  transportable 
and  airdroppable  materiel. 

Acts  as  the  indq)endent  logistician  for  Army 
acquisition  programs  on  behalf  of  the  Army 
Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Logistics.  Prepares  integrated  logistic  support 
plans  for  weapon  systems.  Performs  test 
designs  and  independent  evaluations  for  major 
Army  programs. 

Provides  transportation  certification  for 
materiel  to  be  intemally/extemally  transported 
by  Army  rotary  winged  aircraft  and  safe 
recovery  certification  for  materiel  with  rigid 
configurations  to  be  airdropped  by  fixed  wing 
aircr&.  Assesses  requirements  for  standard 
or  developmental  shelters  and  provides 
technical  shelter  information. 


Provides  transportability  approval  to  Navy 
agencies  and  s^ft  transportability  approvals 
to  other  DoD  activities. 


Responsible  for  transportability  guidance  in 
the  Air  Force. 


Provides  transportability  approvals  to  Air 
Force  agencies.  Transportability  of  systems 
within  each  of  the  Air  Forces'  four  product 
divisions  is  maintained  by  the  packaging, 
handling,  and  transportation  officials. 

Provides  air  transportability  approvals  for 
airlifted  items  using  ,  military  ^lift  systems, 
regardless  of  the  user  of  the  airlift  services. 
This  includes  certification  of  the  rigged 
configuration  loads  to  «isure  that  each 
configuration  can  be  safely  flown  and 
extracted  from  the  aircraft. 
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Marine  Corps 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  Responsible  for  transportability  policy 

(Installations  and  Logistics)  guidance  in  the  Marine  Corps. 

Logistics  Plans,  Policies,  Traniqwrtability  focal  point  in  the  Marine 

and  Strategic  Mobility  Corps. 

Division 

Other  Defense  Organizations 


Transportation  Command  Provides  air,  land,  and  sea  transportation  for 

DoD.  Has  command  of  the  Militiuy  Traffic 
Management  Command,  the  Military  Sealift 
Command,  and  the  Air  Mobility  Command  in 
peace  and  war  time. 

Military  Traffic  Management  Provides  transportability  approval  to  Army 
Command  agencies,  and  land  transportability  approval  to 

other  DoD  activities. 


Transportation  Engineering  Prepares  transportability  engineering  analyses 

Agency  for  all  items  for  which  a  transportability  report 

is  submitted.  Obtains  transportability 
engineering  analyses,  test  loadings,  and 
transportability  approvals  for  Army  system 
acquisitions  from  other  Military  Departments. 

Military  Sealift  Command  Provides  sealift  transportability  certifications. 

Air  Mobility  Command  Provides  air  transport  on  Air  Force  aircraft. 

Joint  Committee  on  Tactical  Recommends  policy  and  guidance  for  the  DoD 

Shelters  Tactical  Shelter  Program.  Reviews  all 

requests  for  nonstandard  shelter  waivers  and 
forwards  recommendations  for  approval  or 
disapproval  to  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Acquisition  and  Technology.  The 
Committee  consists  of  representatives  from 
each  of  the  Services'  shelter  offices. 
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Appendix  D.  DoD  Airlift  Resources 


Aircraft 

Ouantitv 

C-5 

1091 

C-17 

120^ 

C-130 

4421 

C-141 

234I 

iThese  figures  do  not  include  aircraft  allocated  for  training  or  backup 
maintenance. 

^Planned  procurement  was  limited  to  40  aircraft  in  December  1993  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  There  may  be  120  aircraft  acquired  if  delivery  schedules 
and  technical  requirements  are  met  in  1995.  The  Air  Force  stated  that  the  first 
C-17  squadron  is  scheduled  to  be  operational  in  the  Air  Force  in  January  1995. 
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Appendix  E:  Audit  Responses  to  Specific 

Management  Comments 

The  following  paragraphs  provide  audit  re^nses  to  spedfic  management 
comments  to  the  draft  rq)ort  finding  from  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Army  Research,  Development,  and  Acquidtion),  the  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  die  Air  Force  (Acquisition),  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief 
of  St£^  (Logistics),  die  U.S.  Special  Operations  Conunand,  Program  hmago*. 
Special  Operations  Aircraft,  and  the  Jomt  Services  Imagery  Processing  System 
Program  Office. 


Internal  Controls 


Management  Comments.  Page  3:  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  3 
Army  (Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition),  in  an  attachment  to  the 
comments  from  the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics),  disagreed 
that  internal  control  policy  guidance  and  procedures  were  insuffident  to  rasure 
that  the  AGS  program  manager  met  transportation  requirem^ts  for  the  AGS 
before  low  rate  imtial  production.  The  Assistant  Secret^  stated  that  internal 
controls  such  as  technical  reviews,  managemoit  reviews,  test  integration 
working  group  meetings,  and  engineering  and  manufacturing  development  exit 
criteria  exist  to  oisure  that  the  LVAD  requiremoit  is  met  before  low  rate  initial 
production.  The  Assistant  Secretary  further  stated  that  all  transportability 
requirements  and  issues  for  the  AGS  are  coordinated  betweoi  transportability 
repres^tatives. 

Audit  Response.  We  believe  that  technical  reviews,  management  reviews,  test 
integration  working  group  meetings,  and  engineering  and  manufacturing 
development  exit  crit^ia  do  not  ensure  diat  the  AGS  will  meet  transportability 
requirements  before  low  rate  initial  production.  Acquisition  guidance  does  not 
require  that  transportability  ^proval  and  certifications  be  obtained  before 
systems  enter  low  rate  initim  production.  As  a  result,  the  AGS  could  proceed 
into  low  rate  initial  production  without  demonstrating  its  LVAD  capability  from 
a  C-130  aircraft. 

Management  Comments.  Page  3:  The  Dq>artment  of  the  Army  Product  3 
Manager,  Special  Operation  Aircraft,  in  an  attachment  to  the  comments  from 
the  Deputy  Under  Secrets^  of  Defense  (Logistics),  stated  that  while  leadership 
is  streamlining  the  acquisition  process  and  focusing  responsibility  and  authority 
at  the  lowest  level,  the  Inspector  General,  DoD,  believes  that  the  solution  to  aU 
problems  is  to  elevate  actions  to  the  highest  level.  There  is  no  justification 
provided  in  the  report  for  the  recommended  additional  controls  nor  is  the  source 
of  additional  resources  to  implem^t  such  a  concept  stated. 

Audit  Response.  It  is  management's  re^nsibility  to  ensure  that  internal 
control  procures  are  in  place  to  detect  and  correct  errors  and  weaknesses 


41 


Appendix  E:  Audit  Responses  to  Specific  Management  Comments 


Final  Report 
Page  No. 


promptly  and  accurately.  In  accordance  with  DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  program 
mangers  are  allowed  to  modify  major  weapons  and  support  systems  without 
^suring  that  the  transportability  r^uirements  are  met.^  Program  nmagers  for 
major  weapons  systems  are  making  major  modifications  after  milestone  in 
production  approval  without  ensuring  the  transportability  of  the  modified 
weapons  systems.  As  a  result,  the  MH-60K  Program  Mango*  modified  Ae 
Black  Hawk  helicopter  without  correcting  the  previously  identified  fuel  spill, 
anteima,  and  towing  problems.  Therefore,  unnecessary  and  costly  retrofits  me 
being  performed  m  order  for  the  helicoptm  to  meet  its  transportability 
requirements. 


Finding 


7  Management  Comments.  Page?:  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 

Army  (Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition)  disagreed  that  streamlined 
acquisition  guidance  has  made  transportability  roles  and  oversight 
responsibilities  uncertain.  The  Deputy  stated  that  organizations  such  as  MTMC 
and  the  U.S.  Army  Natick  Research,  Development,  and  ^gineering  Center 
(Natick)  have  undertaken  active  roles  in  AGS  transportability  and  are  fully 
competent  and  cognizant  of  their  responsibilities. 

Audit  Response.  The  draft  report  recognized  that  MTMC,  Natick,  and  other 
activities  were  actively  involved  in  the  transportability  of  the  AGS;  however, 
the  guidance  specifying  their  roles  and  responsibilities  is  being  issued  or 
revised.  The  primary  DoD  and  Service  transportability  guidance,  draft  DoD 
Directive  4510.XX,  "Defense  Transportation  Engineering,"  has  not  been  issued 
and  draft  Joint  Regulation  (Army  Regulation  70-44,  Office  of  the  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  Instruction  4600.22B,  Air  jPorce  Regulation  8(^18,  Mmine 
.  Corps  Order  4610. 14C,  and  DLA  Regulation  4500.25)  is  being  revised. 
Additionally,  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  did  not  preclude  program  managers  from 
awarding  low  rate  initial  production  contracts  before  ^  transportability 
requirements  are  met.  As  a  result,  transportability  and  acquisition  guidance  did 
not  clearly  identify  transportability  roles,  responsibilities,  and  approval 
procedures. 

"i  Management  Comments.  Page  7:  The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 

(Logistics)  agreed  that  there  is  no  single  DoD  organization  responable  for 
ensuring  diat  transportability  requirements  are  met.  However,  the  Air  Fcirce 
suggested  that  a  sentence  be  added  to  the  paragraph  to  clarify  that  the  Services 
have  assigned  the  transportability  responsibility  to  their  respective 
transportability  agents. 

Audit  Response.  We  revised  the  final  report  to  reflect  that  each  Service  has  an 
assigned  transportability  agent  responsible  for  ensuring  that  transportability 
requirements  are  met. 

®  Management  Comments.  Page  8:  The  Air  Forc»  Deputy  Chief  of  St^ 

(Logistics)  disagreed  with  the  statement,  "The  Services  were  drafting  a  joint 
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regulatkm . •  The  Air  Force  prefers  that  the  statement  reads,  "die  Savices 

are  updating....*  The  Air  Force  stated  that  the  joint  regulation  was  first  issued 
on  Sqptemt^  1,  1978,  and  therefore,  was  being  updated 

Audit  Response.  The  final  report  was  revised  to  state  that  the  Services  are 
updating  the  joint  regulation,  tamer  than  drafting  a  new  joint  regulation. 

Management  Comments.  Page  9:  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secr^aiy  of  the  9 
Army  (Research,  Devdc^moit,  and  Acquisition)  disagreed  that  the  AGS 
transportability  requirements  had  not  been  effectively  met  and  that  the  AGS 
program  manager  had  not  adequately  considered  transportability  during  the 
acquisition  process.  The  Army  stated  that  transportability  had  be^  an  integral 
part  of  the  AGS  acquisition  process  and  was  a  critical  factor  in  structuring  the 
acquisition  strategy.  The  Army  referenced  an  interim  transportability 
engineering  analysis  that  MTMC  prepared  for  the  AGS  in  Noyemb^  1992  to 
show  that  system  performance  was  the  most  important  dement  in  the  technical 
area.  The  analysis  stated  that  at  armor  levd  I,  the  AGS  meets  the  dimoisional 
and  weight  requirements  for  LVAD  from  the  C-130  and  C-17  airaraft 

Audit  Response.  Although  transportability  was  a  critical  &clor  in  the 
acquisition  of  the  AGS,  the  estimate  wdght  of  the  AGS  design  increased  to 
about  1,200  pounds  ov»  the  weight  limit  for  LVAD  from  a  C-130  aircraft. 

Further,  MTMC's  interim  transportability  engineering  analysis  was  based  on 
weight  information  that  the  prime  contractor  provided  in  an  August  3,  1992, 
transportability  report.  The  tq>ort  stated  that  the  estimated  wdght  of  the 
current  AGS  design,  protection  level  I,  was  35,500  pounds.  However,  the 
information  we  obtained  from  the  prime  contractor  during  an  August  4 
through  6,  1992,  visit  revealed  that  the  AGS  design  wdghed  an  estimated 
36,400  pounds,  approximately  900  pounds  over  the  weight  limit  for  LVAD 
from  the  C-130  wcraft.  MTMC's  analysis  was  not  based  on  die  updated 
weight  estimate. 

Management  Comments.  Page  9:  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  9 
Army  (Research,  Devdopmoit,  and  Acquisition)  stated  that  milestone  n 
approval  in  May  1992  was  for  entry  into  oigineering  and  manufacturing 
devdopment,  not  low  rate  initial  production  as  stated  in  tiie  draft  report.  The 
Army  also  stated  that  Uie  low  rate  initial  production  contract  award  was 
scheduled  for  December  1994,  not  November  1994,  as  stated  in  the  draft  r^rt 

Audit  Response.  The  final  rqport  was  revised  to  state  that  the  milestone  n 
approval  in  May  1992  was  for  ent^  into  the  engineering  and  manufacturing 
development  phase  of  the  acquisition  process  and  that  the  low  rate  initial 
production  contract  is  sch^uled  to  be  awarded  in  December  1994.  HowevCT, 
the  milestone  n  approval  for  entry  into  the  engineering  and  manufacturing 
development  phase  dso  involves  a  commitment  to  low  rate  initial  production. 

In  accordance  with  DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  no  milestone  dedsion  is  required 
between  milestone  n  and  milestone  HI  (production  approval).  However,  the 
low  rate  initial  production  contract  award  for  the  AGS  was  scheduled  between 
milestone  n  and  milestone  in. 
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10  Managonent  Comments.  Page  10:  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Sem'etaiy  of 

the  Army  (Researdi,  Development,  and  Acquisilioa)  disagreed  that 
modifications  or  the  need  to  airdrop  with  inoeased  fuel  and  ammumtion  would 
increase  the  weight  of  the  AjOS.  iroe  Army  stat^  that  tte  overall  AGS  LVAD 
parVage  weight  will  be  maintained  within  me  wmght  limit  of  the  C-lSO  aircraft 
and  that  any  "new”  requirements  affecting  weight  wOl  be  assessed  and  traded 
off  for  wei^t  in  other  areas. 

Audit  Response.  Documentation  that  we  obtained  from  toe  AGS  prcnect  office 
revealed  that  the  estimated  weight  of  the  AGS  design  was  about  1,200  pounds 
over  the  limit  to  LVAD  from  a  C-130  aircraft.  Moreover,  toe  AGS  project 
office  requested  a  weight  waiver  from  the  Air  Force  to  allow  the  AGS  to  LVAD 
at  2,200  pounds  over  toe  LVAD  weight  limit  for  the  C-130.  The  waiver  was 
requested  to  allow  for  additional  fuel,  ammunition,  and  on-board  equipment. 
The  AGS  project  manager  stat^  that  users  were  concerned  over  airdroppmg  the 
AGS  without  adequate  logistical  support.  Based  on  toat  information,  we 
question  the  ability  of  the  AGS  project  manager  to  reduce  toe  AGS  LVAD 
weight  and  provide  adequate  logistical  support 

10  Management  Comments.  Page  10:  The  Air  Force  D^uty  Chief  of  Staff 

^gistics)  stated  that  toe  rigged  weight  limit  for  LVAD  from  a  C-130  aircraft 
is  42,000,  not  35,500  pounds,  as  stat^  in  the  draft  r^rort 

Audit  Response.  The  draft  rqrort  stated  that  the  C-130  aircraft  had  a  item 
airdrop  weight  limit,  not  a  rigged  airdrrqj  weight  limit  of  35,500  pounds. 
According  to  the  Initial  Transportability  Engineering  Analy^  for  the  AGS 
preparol  by  toe  MTMC,  the  item  weight  limit  for  a  LVAD  from  a 
C-130  aircraft  is  about  35,500  pounds.  The  item  wd|ht  does  not  include  toe 
airdrop  platform,  parachutes,  tiedowns,  and  other  airdrop  materials,  which 
weigh  an  estimatkl  6,500  poimds,  resulting  in  the  42,000  pound  rigged  airdrop 
wdght. 

10,  40  IVftinagement  Comments.  Page  10;  page  33,  Appendix  D:  The  Air  Force 

Deputy  CMef  of  Staff  (Logistics)  stat^  that  120  C-17  aircraft  ^  scheduled  for 
procurement,  including  training  and  backup  planes.  The  Air  Force  furthCT 
stated  that  the  first  C-17  aircr^  squadron  is  scheduled  to  be  opoational  in 
January  1995,  not  September  1994. 

Audit  Response.  The  final  report  was  revised  to  state  that  120  C-17  akcraft 
are  scheduled  to  be  procured.  The  102  aircraft  cited  in  the  draft  rqrort  did  not 
include  aircraft  allocated  for  training  and  back-up  mainteiance.  The  final  teport 
was  also  revised  to  state  that  the  first  C-17  aircraft  squadron  is  scheduled  to  be 
operational  in  January  1995. 

Management  Comments.  Page  11:  The  Office  of  toe  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  Amy  (Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition)  disagreed  that  the  AGS 
program  office  was  not  scheduled  to  receive  transportability  certification  for  the 
AGS  before  low  rate  initio  production,  and  that  the  program  manager  did  not 
schedule  a  C-130  LVAD  test  to  support  the  low  rate  imtial  production  decision. 
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The  Dq>uty  stated  that  schooled  testing  would  provide  dte 
In-Process  Review  Board  adequate  information  on  the  capability  of  the  C-130 
LVAD  so  that  it  can  make  the  ptopa  decision. 

Audit  Response.  According  to  MTMC's  Intmim  Transpor^ility  fin^ne^g 
Analysis,  ^ted  November  19^,  the  AOS  pn^ect  office  is  not  schrauled  to 
receive  transportability  approval,  to  include  certification,  until  after  the  low  rate 
initial  production  decision.  Ad^tionally,  toe  approv^  TEMP  for  toe  AGS  did 
not  specifically  schedule  a  LVAD  test  from  a  C-130  aircraft. 

Management  Comments.  Page  12:  The  JSIPS  program  manage  partially 
concurred  with  toe  statement  that  toe  JSIPS  did  not  coordinate  with  toe  Air 
Force  Shelter  Managemmt  Office  and  did  not  use  a  shelter  from  toe  DoD 
standard  tomily  of  tactical  shelters.  The  JSIPS  program  mamjger  stated  that  toe 
auditors  where  shown  a  trade  study  that  concluded  that  existing  DoD  standard 
shelto-s  could  not  satisfy  JSIPS  requirements.  However,  toe  JSIPS  program 
manager  also  stated  that  since  toe  JSIPS  shdters  have  been  develop,  toe 
Shelter  Management  Office  has  been  contacted  to  try  to  add  toe  JSIPS  shdters 
to  toe  DoD  standard  ftunily. 

Audit  Response.  The  JSIPS  program  manager  misinterpreted  toe  rqwrt  finding 
on  the  modification  of  shdters.  The  report  does  not  state  that  toe  JSIPS  could 
have  used  standard  shdters.  Rather,  the  JSIPS  program  manage:  was  required 
to  coordinate  modificatiQn.s  with  toe  Air  Force  Shdter  Managemrat  Office  to 
reduce  toe  duplication  of  effort  within  toe  tactical^  toelter  commumty  and  to 
^sure  effective  life  cycle  cost,  performance,  reliability,  and  maintainwility  of 
toe  shelters.  The  JSIPS  program  manager  did  not  compl}|^  with  Air  Force 
Regulation  800-3C2,  "Acquisition  Management  Engineering  for  Defense 
Systems,"  which  requires  that  program  offices  with  tactical  shdter  requirements 
identify  their  needs  to  toe  Air  Force  Shdter  Office. 

Management  Comments.  Page  13:  The  JSIPS  program  manager  stated  that 
toe  JSIPS  shelters  were  not  ovo-loaded  because  they  were  specifically  designed 
to  handle  toe  JSIPS  payload.  The  JSIPS  program  manage  conteided  that 
adftqiiatfi  confimation  that  toe  shelt^s  are  not  overloaded  ^sts  because  the 
JSIPS  shelters  underwent  mobility  testing  for  over  toe  road  tran^rt,  recdved 
air  transport  certification,  and  have  been  certified  for  shipboard  transportation. 

Audit  Response.  The  report  states  that  toe  shelters  are  overlo^ed  based  on 
DoD  stated  capacities  for  similar  DoD  tactical  shelters.  The  weight  difference 
demonstrates  the  significance  of  toe  JSIPS  shelter  modifications  and  supports  the 
audit  recommendation  that  specially  designed  shelters  be  evaluated  by  the 
Shelter  Management  Office,  which  is  task^  to  ensure  the  adequacy  of  todter 
construction.  Tlie  JSIPS  shelters  were  subjected  to  testing;  however,  the  Shdter 
Management  Office,  which  has  the  designated  expertise  to  determine  if  toe 
testing  of  such  unique  shelters  was  adequate,  was  ignored. 

Management  Comments.  Page  14:  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  ‘ 
the  Army  (Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition)  nonconcurred  with  the 
discussion  on  trailer  modifications  stating  that  toe  M871A1  trailers  were 
modified  because  TACOM  modified  toe  M939  series  of  5  ton  tactical  tractors. 
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The  Army  stated  that  an  effort  was  made  to  resolve  the  problmn  with 
TACOM  but  the  TACOM  solution,  devdoping  a  unique  commmoal  trailer,  was 
unacceptable. 

The  Army  stated  that  a  TACOM  solution  could  not  have  been  implemoited 
during  the  2  years  between  the  discovery  of  the  height  problem  and  me  date  of 
the  modification.  The  support  for  this  statemoit  is  that  during  that  ^efhune 
Army  usm^  requirements  were  revalidated.  Army  usem  reject^  substitutioii  of 
alternative  equipment  and  TACOM's  commercial  trailer,  a  limited 
transportability  test  plan  was  prepared,  and  a  modification  contract  was  prepated 
and  awarded. 

The  Army  stated  that  every  effort  was  made  to  ensure  the  transportability  of  me 
modified  trailers  by  requiring  me  contractor  to  conduct  various  road  tests. 
Additionally,  me  capability  of  me  modified  trails  to  meet  system  requirem^ts 
was  demonstrated  by  d^loying  mem  to  Germany.  The  JSIPS  program  manager 
provided  commits  similar  to  mose  provided  by  me  Army. 

Audit  Response.  The  trailer  modifications  resulted  from  a  TACOM 
modification  of  me  M939  series  5  ton  tactical  tractor  aftm’  me  original 
coordination  between  me  Army  program  manager  for  JSIPS  and  TACOM.  A 
statement  has  beoi  added  to  this  report  to  reflect  me  series  of  events. 

The  JSIPS  trailer  modifications  were  necessary  to  resolve  me  height  problem. 
However,  TACOM  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that  supportability  and  readiness 
of  me  trailer  is  maintamed.  TACOM  should  have  been  advised  of  me 
modifications  to  me  trailers  so  mey  could  have  determined  me  adequacy  of 
testing  to  ensure  transportability. 

IS  Management  Comments.  Page  16:  The  Department  of  me  Army  Product 

Manager,  Special  Operations  Aircraft,  stated  that  me  organizational 
relationships  shown  in  me  draft  rqxirt  were  incorrect. 

Audit  Response.  The  final  report  was  revised  to  show  me  correct 
organizatioiim  relationships. 

15  Managemoit  Comments.  Page  17:  The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 

(Logistics)  stated  that  me  drsm  rqxnt  statemoit  begiiuimg  wim  "ATTLA 
conducts  maximum....”  should  be  changed  to  read: 

If  ATTLA  deems  a  maximum  densi^  test 
loading  necessary  prior  to  aircraft 
certification  that  recommendation  is 
forwarded  to  AMC/TEA  [Air  Mobility 
Command,  Mobility  Test  and  Evaluation 
IWvision  Headquarters].  ATTLA  men 
provides  to  me  USAF  [United  States  Air 
Force]  Mobility  Center  Test  Director 
on-site  engineering  support  for  such  tests  to 
determine  me  most  efficient  use  of  aircraft 
space. 
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Test  loadings  are  technically  und»  the  control  of  Headc^uarters  Air  M(^ility 
Command,  Mobility  Test  and  Evaluation  Division.  The  Air  Force  believes  fliat 
the  change  will  accurately  portray  ATTLA's  roles  and  responabilities. 

Audit  Response,  The  final  report  was  revised  to  state  that  ATTLA  is 
responsible  for  determining  whether  maximum  densiQ^  test  loadings  are 
necessary  before  aircraft  certification. 

Marukgement  Comments.  Page  17:  The  Department  of  the  Army  Product 
Manager,  Special  Opmtions  Aircraft,  stated  that  the  prototype  aircraft  load  test 
on  the  C-5  was  intended  to,  and  did,  identify  transportability  conftguradon 
shortcomings  such  as  towing  difficulties,  antenna  interference,  and  fuel  sj^ge. 
Accordingly  tow  plates  were  added  during  the  production  pha^.  It  was  dedded 
that  the  mel  spillage  from  the  external  tanks  could  be  accomplished  ^ 
one-fourth  the  cost  mter  delivery  vice  having  the  prime  contractor  ch^e  this 
during  the  production.  Rather  tnan  delay  the  initim  delivery  and  training  plans 
the  retrofit  of  the  fodl  probe  disconnect  shut  off  Idts  were  deferred  to  a  later 
date  dnce  fuel  probe  removal  is  not  a  routine  function.  It  should  be  noted  that 
this  type  nuisance  problem  has  be«i  present  on  the  MH-60K  model  aircraft  in 
the  ndd  over  die  past  several  years.  However,  to  improve  environmaital 
considerations  the  problem  will  tie  addressed.  The  joint  decision  was  made  to 
defer  the  ant^ma  modification  until  a  Pre-Planned  Product  improvement  could 
be  properly  resourced  and  accomplished. 

Audit  Response.  Die  facts  that  die  Army  outlined  clearly  demonstrate  why 
program  managers  should  not  proceed  with  major  modifications  of  weapon 
systems  until  the  transportability  requirements  are  met.  It  is  not  possible  to  fyc 
known  transportability  configuration  shortcomings,  such  as  the  known  fud  spill 
problem,  wh^  the  protofype  test  load  does  not  occur  until  10  months  after  the 
program  manager  awards  the  prime  contractor  a  modification  contract  to 
produce  11  MH-60K  helicopters.  Because  the  contract  was  already  ^warded 
any  major  deficiendes  detected  during  the  test  loading  cannot  be  corrected 
unless  retrofits  are  performed.  Transportability  approval,  to  inclu^  the 
tqipropriate  approval  nom  ATTLA  on  the  loading  plans,  should  be  obtained  to 
avoid  possible  additional  modifications. 

Management  Comments.  Page  19:  The  Air  Force  Depufy  Chief  of  S^f 
(Logistics)  stated  that  the  draft  rqxirt  sentence  on  the  C-141  akcraft  loading 
shodd  include  the  words  "refuding  probe".  Additionally,  the  Air  Force  stated 
that,  "ATTLA  has  recomm^ided  a  test  loading  to  determine  &e  reqimed 
amoimt  of  approach  shoring  to  prevent  contacts  with  the  ramp  during  loading" 
should  be  added.  Further,  the  additions  ^ould  be  made  to  the  rq>ort  because 
both  the  radome  and  tiie  refueling  probe  impose  tight  aircraft  ramp  and  floor 
clearances.  Die  radome  was  found  to  be  less  of  a  problem  than  the  projection 
of  the  refueling  probe  based  on  desktop  analysis. 

Audit  Response.  The  final  report  has  been  revised  to  show  that  the  refueling 
probe  and  the  radome  impose  tight  aircraft  floor  and  ramp  clearances  as 
dqiicted  in  the  rqiort.  The  report  does  state  that  ATTLA  has  recommended  a 
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Final  Report 
Page  No. 

test  to  determine  whether  the  radome  would  be  onshed.  ^  However,  our 
support  data  do  not  indicate  that  the  purpose  of  the  test  loading  is  to  determine 
the  amount  of  ^proach  shoring. 

32  Management  Cmnments*  Page  24,  (Appendix  A)c  The  Office  of  die  Assistant 

Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research,  Development,  and  Acqumtkm)  stated  diat  the 
AGS  miRsinn  profile  does  not  require  the  AGS  to  provide  direct  artillery  siq^rt 
to  dismount^  infiintry. 

Audit  Response.  The  AGS  operational  requirements  document  stat»  diat  the 
AGS  will  be  emplrwed  prini^y  in  direct  support  of  infantry  units  and  is 
designed  to  provide  n^power  to  forces  dqiloyed  m  support  of  oj^tions  where 
tanlfg  are  not  available.  The  final  r^rt  was  revised  to  state  that  the  AGS  will 
provide  firqwwer  to  forces  dqiloyed  in  support  of  (^rations  whMC  tanks  are 
not  available. 

32  Management  Comments.  Appendix  A;  The  Department  of  the  Army  Product 

Manager,  Special  (derations  Aircraft,  stated  that  transport  of  the  MH-60K 
helicopter  by  C-17  aircraft  is  not  stated  in  the  required  operational  capability 
documents  as  a  transportability  requirement. 

Audit  Response.  MTMC-TEA*s  Interim  Transportability  Engineoing  Analysis 
for  the  MH-60K,  multi-mission  hdicopter,  dated  F^ruary  1^0,  stated  that  the 
MH-60K  is  required  to  be  tran^rted  by  C-17  aircraft.  However,  the  report 
has  bera  revis^  to  reflect  that  tran^rt  U-17  is  not  required. 

38  Management  Comments.  Page  30  (Appendix  C):  The  Air  Force  Deputy 

Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics)  stated  that  Natick’s  responsibilities  should  be  changed 
to  clarify  responsibilities  for  certification  of  material  to  be  airdropped  by  fixed 
wing  aircraft.  Natick  provides  safe  r^very  certification  for  rigged 
coiifigurations  to  be  airdroiped  by  fixed  wing  aircraft.  However,  ATTLA 
performs  certifications  of  the  rigged  configuration  loads  to  ensure  that  eadi 
configuration  can  be  safely  flown  and  extracted  from  the  aircraft. 

Audit  Response.  The  final  report  was  revised  to  show  the  detailed 
responsibilities  of  Natick  and  ATTLA. 

^  38  Management  Comments.  Appendix  C:  The  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  St^ 

^gistics)  stated  that  the  Aoonautical  Systems  Center,  Air  Tran^rtability 
Test  Loading  Agency,  not  the  Air  Force  ^teriel  Command,  Logistics 
Transportation  Division,  provides  air  transportability  approvals  to  DoD  users. 

Audit  Response.  The  final  report  was  revised  to  state  that  Aeronautical 
Systems  Center,  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency  provides  air 
transportability  approvals  for  all  DoD  users.  The  final  rqxnt  also  states  that 
Air  Force  Materiel  Command,  Logistics  Transportation  Division  provides 
transportability  approvals  to  Air  Force  agencies. 


48 


Appendix  F.  Summary  of  Potential  Benefits 

Resulting  from  Audit 


Recommendation 

Reference 

Description  of  BeneHt 

Amount  and/or 

Type  of  Benefit 

l.a. 

Internal  Control.  TRANSCOMwill 
be  responsible  for  verifying  that 
transportability  requirements  are 
met. 

Nonmonetary. 

l.b. 

Internal  Control.  Expedites  the 
issuance  of  transportability  guidance 
to  clarify  the  transportability 
approval  process. 

Nonmonetary. 

2. 

Internal  Control.  Ensure  that 
transportability  requirements  are 
met  during  the  acquisition  of  major 
weapon  and  support  systems. 

Nonmonetary. 

3. 

Economy  and  Efficiency.  Reduce 
the  AGS  procurement  until  its  air 
transport  requirements  are  met. 

Funds  Put  to  Better 
Use.  Army 
Acquisition  Executive 
could  avoid  spending 
about  $186  millinn  for 
the  AGS  Program  if 
the  AGS  caimot  meet 
itsLVAD 
requirement. 
(Appropriation: 
2132033  -  Weapons 
and  Combat  Vehicles) 

4.a. 

Economy  and  Efficiency.  Ensure 
that  modified  shelters  can  efficiently 
and  effectively  transport  the  JSIPS. 

Nonmonetary. 
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Appendix  F.  Summary  of  Potential  BeneHts  Resulting  from  Audit 


Recommendation 

Reference  Description  of  Benefit 


Amount  and/or 
Type  of  Benefit 


4.b. 


5. 

6. 


7. 


Economy  and  Efficiency.  Require 
that  shelters  are  procure  cost- 
effectively. 


Economy  and  Efficiency.  Ensure 
that  JSIPS  trailers  can  effectively 
and  efficiently  transport  shelters. 

Economy  and  Efficiency. ,  Develop 
loading  plans  for  the  MH-60K 
helicopter  before  performing 
modifications. 


Economy  and  Efficiency.  Cancel 
the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter 
modifications  unless  it  cpnot  be 
transported  in  a  C-141  aircraft. 


Funds  Put  to  Better 
Use.  JSIPS  Program 
could  avoid 
spending  about 
$1.6  million  (Army 
$640,000,  Air  Force 
$^0,000,  Marine 
Corps  $320,000)  for 
belter  procurement. 
(Appropriations: 
2152035  -  Other 
Procurement  Army, 
5723080  -  Other 
Procurement  Air 
Force,  1751109- 
Procurement  Marine 
Corps) 

Nonmonetary. 


Funds  Put  to  Better 
Use.  TheU.S. 
Special  Operations 
Command  could  avoid 
iq)ending  about 
$350,000  for  quick 
dry  disconnect 
modifications. 
(Appropriation: 
97201001  -  Operation 
and  I^fointenance 
Defense  Agencies) 

Funds  Put  to  Better 
Use.  The  Air  Force 
could  avoid  spending 
about  $4.4  million  to 
retrofit  modified 
aircraft. 
(Appropriation: 
5703010  -  Aircraft 
Procurement  Air 
Force) 
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Appendix  G.  Organizations  Visited  or  Contacted 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition,  Washington,  DC 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Production  and  Logistics),  Washington,  DC 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Program  Analysis  and  Evaluation),  Washington,  DC 
Director,  (Irrational  Test  and  Evaluation,  Washington,  DC 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics),  Washington,  DC 


Department  of  the  Army 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Operations  Research),  Washington,  DC 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research,  Development,  and 
Acquisition),  Washington,  DC 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  Washington,  DC 
Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  ^Logistics),  Washington,  DC 
Forces  Command,  Ft.  McPherson,  GA 
XVin  Airborne  Coips,  Ft.  Bragg,  NC 
Training  and  Doctrine  Command,  Ft.  Monroe,  VA 
Amor  Center,  Ft.  Knox,  KY 
Quartemaster  Center  and  School,  Ft.  Lee,  VA 
Amy  Materiel  Command,  Alexandria,  VA 
Tank-Automotive  Command,  Warren,  MI 
Army  Aviation  Troop  Command,  St.  Louis,  MO 
Natick  Research,  Development,  and  Engineering  Center,  Natick,  MA 
Materiel  Systems  Analysis  Activity,  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  MD 
(Dperational  Test  and  Evaluation  Command,  Alexandria,  VA 
Test  and  Experimentation  Command,  Ft.  Bragg,  NC 
Amored  Systems  Modernization  Program  Executive  Office,  Warren,  MI 
Amy  Space  Program  Office,  Merrifield,  VA 
Topographic  Engineering  Command,  Ft.  Belvoir,  VA 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Research,  Development,  and 
Acquisition),  Washington,  DC 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  (Logistics),  Washington,  DC 
Naval  Air  Systems  Command,  Washington,  DC 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Acquisition),  Washington,  DC 
Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics),  Washington,  DC 
Air  Force  Materiel  Command,  Wright  Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  OH 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force  (cont'd) 

Electronic  Systems  Division,  Hansram  Air  Force  B^e,  MA 
Aeronautical  Systems  Division,  Wright  Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  OH 
Air  Logistics  Center,  Warner  Robins  Air  Force  Base,  GA 
Special  (Relations  Command,  Hurlburt  Field,  FL 

Force  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  Center,  Albuquerque,  NM 


Marine  Corps 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Installations  and  Logistics),  Arlington,  VA 
Marine  Corps  Systems  Command,  Quantico,  VA 


Other  Defense  Organizations 

U.S.  Transportation  Command,  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  IL 
Military  Management  Traffic  Command,  Falls,  Church,  VA 
Transportation  Engineering  Agency,  Newport  News,  VA 
Air  Mobility  Command,  Scott  Anr  Force  Base,  IL 
Defense  Plant  Representative  Office,  FMC  Corporation,  San  Jose,  CA 


Contractor 

FMC  Corporation,  San  Jose,  CA 
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Appendix  H.  Report  Distribution 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and  Technology 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Program  Analysis  and  Eviduation) 
Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Public  Affairs 
Comptroller  of  the  Departmrait  of  Defense 
Director,  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics) 


Department  of  the  Army 

Secretary  of  the  Army 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (histallations  and  logistics) 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Operations  Research) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research,  Development,  and 
Acquisition) 

Auditor  General,  U.S.  Army  Audit  Agency 
Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics) 

Commander,  U,  S.  Army  Forces  Command 
Commander,  U.S.  Army  XVIH  Airborne  Cori)s 
Headquarters,  U.  S.  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command 
Commander,  U.  S.  Army  Armor  Center 
Headquarters,  U.  S.  Army  Materiel  Command 
Commander,  U.  S.  Army  Tank-Automotive  Command 
Army  Aviation  Troop  Support  Command 

Commander,  U.  S.  Array  Natick  Research,  Development,  and  Engineering  Center 
Armored  Systems  Modernization  Program  Executive  Office 
Commander,  U.  S.  Army  Space  Program  Office 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Secretary  of  the  Navy 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Financial  Management) 
Auditor  General,  Naval  Audit  Service 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (A^uisation) 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force  (cont'd) 

Auditor  General,  Air  Force  Audit  Agency 
Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics) 

Air  Force  Materiel  Command 

Commander,  U.  S.  Air  Force  Electronic  Systems  Center 
Commander,  U.  S.  Air  Force  Aeronautical  Systems  Center 
Commander,  U.  S.  Air  Force  Air  Logistics  Crater 
Air  Force  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  Crater 


Defense  Organizations 

Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Transportation  Command 
Commander,  U.  S.  Military  Traffic  Management  Command  Transportation 
Engineering  Agency 

Commander,  U.  S.  Au:  Mobility  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command 
Commander,  Defense  Plant  Rqiresentative  Office,  FMC  Coiporation 


Non-Defense  Federal  Organizations 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
U.S.  General  Accounting  Office 

National  Security  and  International  Affairs  Division,  Technical  Information  Center 
National  Security  and  International  Affairs  Division,  Defense  and  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  Management  Issues 
National  Security  and  International  Affairs  Division,  Military  Operations  and 
Capabilities  Issues 


Chairman  and  Ranking  Minority  Members  of  each  of  the  following  Congressional 
Committees  and  Subcommittees: 

Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Senate  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
Sraate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

House  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
House  Committee  on  Government  Operations 

House  Subcommittee  on  Legislation  and  National  Security,  Committee  on 
Government  Operations 
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Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics) 
Comments 


Final  Report 
Rrfertace 


ACQUISITION 


OFFICE  OF  THE  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON,  DC  20301*3000 

August  30,  1993 


(L/TP) 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  DOD  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

THRU:  CHIEF,  CAIR,  PI,  OVSV  ihyfij  Jjuv 

SUBJECT:  Coiwnents  to  the  Draft  Audit  Report  on  the 

Transportability  of  Major  Weapon  and  Support  Systems 
(Project  No.  2LC-5023) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  Department  of  Defense  Inspector 
General  (DoDIG)  draft  report  and  do  not  concur  with  all  of  its 
recommendations . 

This  office  agrees  with  the  DoDIG  that  transportability  roles, 
responsibilities,  and  the  approval  process  for  obtaining 
transportability  certification  during  the  acquisition  cycle  must  be 
clarified.  Accordingly,  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  and  DoD  Directive 
4510, XX  will  be  appropriately  revised. 

We  partially  concur  with  the  DoDIG  recommendation  that  shelters 
for  the  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  be  certified  for  air 
movement.  The  modified  shelters  with  trailers  have  recently  passed 
transportability  tests  and  modification  approvals  are  being  obtained. 

We  do  not  concur  with  the  DoDIG  recommendations  concerning  the 
retrofit  of  MH-60K  and  Pave  Hawk  helicopters.  The  Army's  MH--60K  has 
approved  load  plans  which  accommodate  planned  retrofits  to  its  fuel 
system  and  antenna.  And  finally,  the  Air  Force  Pave  Hawk 
modification  is  being  conducted  primarily  to  improve  its  operational 
effectiveness,  which  also  produces  an  added  benefit  by  improving  its 
loading  capability  aboard  C-141  aircraft. 

Detailed  comments  on  the  recommendations  are  attached. 


Deputy  Under  Secretary  (Logistics) 


Attachment 
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Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics)  Comments 


fWalRtfOft 


DRATP  BggOKT  OW  TOT  MfPIT  OF  TRWSPCWM3MCT  OT  KWPCW 

AMD  SOPPORT  SYSTEMS 

raMgCTTOi  21C-5Q23. 


MCOMMgMDMIOM  1«:  We  recommend  that  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
revise  DoD  Directive  5158.4  to  make  the  U.S.  Transportation  Command 
responsible  for  certifying  that  transportability  requirements  are  met 
for  major  weapon  and  support  systems  before  low-rate  Initial 
production  award,  and  production  and  major  modification. 

POP  RgSPQWSB:  Nonconcur.  Procurement — equipping  and  modernizing  the 
force  (to  include  meeting  the  transportability  requirements) ,  is 
clearly  a  Service  responsibility.  A  Commander-in-Chief ' s 
responsibility  is  to  identify  requirements.  The  DoD  Instruction 
5000.2  should  be  the  vehicle  for  enforcing  transportability 
requirements.  Rather  than  adding  another  layer  in  the  process,  it 
would  be  more  efficient  to  require  Program  Executive  Officers  and 
Program  Managers  to  comply  with  existing  policies  and  procedures. 
Given  the  U.S.  Transportation  Command's  mission  under  DoD 
Directive  5150,4,  adding  responsibilities  that  are  part  of  the 
Services'  "orgainize,  train,  and  equip"  mission  under  Title  10  is  not 
appropriate.  Furthermore,  the  U.S.  Transportation  Command  is  not 
assigned  all  transportation  engineering  activities  involved  in  the 
acquisition  process.  As  the  DoD  single  manager  for  transportation, 
the  U.S.  Transportation  Command  will  provide,  through  its  executive 
agent,  transportability  assistance  and  analytical  support  to  each  of 
the  Services  as  requested  during  the  acquisition  process. 
Certification  of  transportability  should  remain  with  the  individual 
Services  as  a  Title  10  responsibility. 


RE(X}WgNDA!riON  lb:  We  recommend  that  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
promptly  issue  DoD  Directive  4510. XX,  "Defense  Transportation 
Engineering,"  to  clarify  transportability  roles,  responsibilities, 
and  approval  process  for  obtaining  transportability  certifications 
during  the  acquisition  of  major  weapon  and  support  systems. 

TXXi  RESP<M?Sg:  Partially  concur.  While  DoD  concurs  with  the  need  to 
clarify  transportability  roles,  responsibilities  and  the  approval 
process  for  obtaining  transportability  certification  during  the 
acquisition  of  major  weapon  and  support  systems,  we  do  not  believe 
that  DoD  Directive  4510. XX,  "Defense  Transportation  Engineering"  is 
the  correct  document  to  achieve  that  end.  The  purpose  of  this 
directive  is  to  establish  a  disciplined  approach  for  conduct  of 
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Fbua  Report 
Refcreoct 


DoD  transportation  engineering,  appoint  an  Executive  Agency  for 
related  policy  and  issues,  and  establish  a  single  DoD  transportation 
engineering  policy  document.  It  is  not  intended  to  address,  in 
detail,  the  specific  approval  process  for  obtaining  transportability 
certification  during  the  acquisition  of  major  weapon  and  support 
systems.  The  DoD  Directive  4510. XX  has  been  revised  and  is  currently 
being  reviewed  by  the  Services  and  DoD  Components.  Detailed  guidance 
regarding  specific  implementation  of  the  approval  process  for 
obtaining  tremsport ability  certification  is  addressed  in  the  Joint 
Service  Regulation  (Army  Regulation  70-44,  Office  of  the  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations  4600. 22B,  Air  Force  Regulation  80-18,  Marine  Corps 
Order  4610, 14C,  and  Defense  Logistics  Agency  Regulation  4500.25). 

This  joint  regulation  is  currently  undergoing  revision  and  is 
expected  to  be  circulated  for  comments  by  December  1993. 


RBOOmENDATlOM  2:  We  recommend  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Acquisition  revise  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  to  require  that  program 
managers  not  proceed  to  low-rate  initial  production  award  or  major 
modification  of  weapon  and  support  systems  until  transportability 
requirements  are  met. 

POO  RgSPOWSB :  Concur.  The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 

Acquisition  will  revise  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  to  require  that 
program  managers  not  proceed  to  low-rate  initial  production  award  or 
major  modification  of  weapon  and  support  systems  until 
transportability  requirements  are  met.  This  change  will  be  part  of  a 
planned  revision  of  DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  which  is  expected  to  be 
conpleted  within  the  next  six  to  eight  months.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  recent  Joint  Surveillance  Target  Acquisition  Radar  System 
Ground  Station  Module  Defense  Acquisition  Board  and  resulting  draft 
Acquisition  Decision  Memorandum  demonstrates  that  DoD  now  routinely 
considers  transportability  in  its  acquisition  management  decisions 
(Attachment  1) ,  Although  the  DoDIG  concludes  that  transportability 
considerations  are  frequently  overlooked  in  the  acquisition 
process,  the  Commander,  Military  Traffic  Management  Command, 

U.S.  Transportation  Command's  transportability  executive  agent, 
reports  that  the  transportability  program  is  significantly  more 
effective  and  efficient  today  than  in  the  past.  While  the  revised 
DoD  Instruction  5000.2,  "Defense  Acquisition  Management  Policies  and 
Procedures, "  February  1991,  changed  the  requirement  for 
transportability  approval  from  Milestone  II  to  Milestone  III,  the 
Military  Traffic  Management  Command's  Transportation  Engineering 
Agency  responded  to  this  shift  of  emphasis  by  changing  the  program 
focus  from  enforcement  to  developing  a  partnership  with  program 
managers.  Transportability  is  now  a  cooperative  effort  among 
decision  makers,  materiel  developers,  equipment  designers  and  users, 
and  transporters.  Lessons  learned  from  the  fielding  of  the  M-1  tank 
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and  recent  equipment  deployments  have  reinforced  the  fact  that 
transportability  is  not  only  an  Integrated  Logistic  Support  element, 
but  also  a  design  element.  To  enphasize  transportability  early,  the 
Army  has  made  the  Commander,  Military  Traffic  Management  Command,  a 
member  of  the  Army  Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council.  All  Services 
are  seeking  and  receiving  transportability  engineering  assistance 
from  the  Transportation  Engineering  Agency  early  in  system  design. 
Over  the  past  year,  efforts  have  been  made  to  evaluate  developing 
technologies  that  have  potential  for  major  improvements  in  systems 
transportability.  Various  transportability  organizations  are  using 
Computer-Aided  Design  and  Engineering  tools  to  evaluate  emerging 
technologies  allowing  transportability  requirements  to  be  modeled 
early  in  system  design. 


RBCOMMEWDATIOW  3:  We  recommend  that  the  Army  Acquisition  Executive 
reduce  the  Armored  Gun  System  planned  procurement  by  about  $186 
million  for  58  systems  if  the  Armored  Gun  System  cannot  be 
successfully  low-velocity  airdropped  from  a  C-130  aircraft;  or  if  an 
alternative  tactical  aircraft  that  has  demonstrated  the  capability  to 
meet  the  Armored  Gun  System  low-velocity  airdrop  mission  will  not  be 
available  to  support  Armored  Gun  System  airdrop  missions. 

POP  fflgPgwai  Concor.  As  a  result  of  the  source  selection  process, 
low-velocity  airdrop  is  now  a  contractual  requirement  listed  in  the 
Army's  exit  criteria  which  must  be  demonstrated  prior  to  low-rate 
initial  production.  The  program  manager  will  conduct  a  static 
airdrop  test  in  i^ril  1994  and  a  live  airdrop  in  November  1994  from  a 
C-130  aircraft.  The  Army  low-rate  initial  production  in-process 
review  is  scheduled  for  December  1994.  The  Office  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Array,  Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition 
response  dated  July  26,  1993,  is  at  Attachment  2.  While  the  Office 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Research,  Develoixnent,  and 
Acquisition  does  not  concur  with  portions  of  this  report,  they  have, 
in  fact,  in5>lemented  procedures  to  ensure  the  system  undergoes 
successful  low-velocity  airdrop  testing  before  authorizing  low-rate 
initial  production. 


RECOWENDAiTIOW  4a:  We  recommend  that  the  Joint  Services  Imagery 
Processing  System  program  manager  coordinate  with  the  Air  Force 
Shelter  Management  Office  to  verify  that  modified  shelters  can  safely 
transport  the  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  and  be 
effectively  supported  in  the  field. 


POD  RESPONSE;  Partially  Concur.  Air  movement  certification  was 
requested  and  approved  through  DoD  channels.  The  Office  of  the 
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Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Research,  Development,  and 
Acquisition  response  dated  July  30,  1993,  is  at  Attachment  3. 


RECXMffiNDATiQW  4b:  We  recommend  that  the  Joint  Services  Imagery 
Processing  System  program  manager  coordinate  with  the  Air  Force 
Shelter  Management  Office  to  purchase  the  additional  shelters  needed. 

POD  RESPONSE :  Concur.  Following  coordination  between  the  Joint 
Services  Imagery  Processing  System  program  manager  and  the  Air  Force 
Shelter  Management  Office  to  ensure  that  transportability  of  the 
system  is  not  placed  at  risk,  the  required  number  of  shelters  should 
be  obtained.  Modified  shelters  are  preferred  over  Military  Standard 
shelters  because  they  can  house  more,  thus  reducing  the  number 
required  (resulting  in  an  estimated  savings  of  one-million  dollars) . 
The  most  effective  way  of  meeting  system  cost  and  schedule  was  the 
method  used-contractor  provided  shelters.  The  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Research,  Development,  and 
Acquisition  response  dated  July  30,  1993,  is  at  Attachment  3. 


REOOtMNDATIow  S:  We  recommend  that  the  Army  Space  Program  Office, 
in  conjunction  with  the  Army  Tank  Automotive  Command,  verify  that 
Joint  Imagery  Processing  System  trailers  can  safely  transport  the 
modified  and  overloaded  shelters  and  that  the  trailers  can  be 
effectively  supported  in  the  field. 

POD  RgSPcaiSg;  Concur.  The  Air  Force  Shelter  Management  Office  will 
coordinate  with  the  Army  Tank  Automotive  Command  to  obtain  an 
approved  modification  for  the  trailers  that  have  already  been 
modified.  Initial  coordination  will  occur  in  August  1993.  The 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Research,  Development, 
and  Acquisition  response  dated  July  30,  1993,  is  at  Attachment  3, 


RECOMMgmaATlOW  We  recommend  that  the  Commander,  United  States 
Special  Operations  Command  develop,  with  the  Air  Transportability 
Test  Loading  Agency,  the  loading  plans  for  the  reconfigured  MH-60K 
helicopter  before  performing  the  retrofits  to  the  fuel  system  and 
antenna. 

POD  RESPOWSB:  Nonconcur.  Loading  plans  have  always  been  an  integral 
part  of  the  program,  even  prior  to  initial  development  contract. 

These  plans  are  updated  as  design,  test  results,  and  customer 
directions  dictate.  The  program  manager  will  continue  to  coordinate 
with  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency.  Additional 
comments  provided  by  the  Department  of  the  Army,  Product  Manager, 
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special  Operations  Aircraft  and  the  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command 
are  at  Attachment  4. 


RECO^•fflNDATIC»l  7:  We  recommend  that  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  program 
manager  cancel  plans  to  spend  about  $4,4  million  to  retrofit  the 
helicopter  unless  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency 
determines  that  the  Pave  Hawk  cannot  be  loaded  onto  the  C-141 
aircraft  without  the  retrofit,  and  the  Air  Mobility  Command  states 
that  the  C-141  aircraft  will  be  available  to  transport  Pave  Hawk 
helicopters, 

POD  RESPQHSE;  Partially  concur.  The  primary  reason  the  Air  Force 
intends  to  retrofit  the  Pave  Hawk  is  to  improve  its  operational 
capability  and  mission  effectiveness  (moving  the  radome  from  the  side 
to  the  front  improves  its  field  of  view)  .  An  added  benefit  of  the 

retrofit  relocation  is  to  ease  the  loading  of  the  Pave  Hawk  on  C-141 

aircraft,  although  the  primary  tactical  deployment  method  uses  the 
C-5  aircraft.  The  program  manager  will  perform  necessary  studies  and 
has  coordinated  with  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency  for 
a  test  load  of  the  helicopter.  The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 

of  the  Air  Force  (Acquisition)  response  is  at  Attachment  5. 
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MEMORANDUM  FOR  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY,  OFFICE  OF 
THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

SUBJECT;  Draft  Audit  Report  on  the  Transportability  of  M^or  Weapon 
and  Support  System  (Project  No.  2LC-5023) 


Reference,  SAIG-P A  memorandum,  3  June  1 993,  subject  as  above. 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  audit  report  regarding  the  Army's 
Armored  Gun  System  (AGS)  (Recommendation  3,  page  22). 

The  Anny  nonconcurs  with  the  findings  regarding  the  AGS 
program.  The  attached  enclosure  reflects  the  Army's  position. 


Enclosure 


RONALD  V.  HITE  V  ' 

Major  Genera],  GS 

Deputy  for  Systems  Management 


bini'X' 
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We  neve  reviewed  tne  draft:  Audit  Report  on  the  Transportability 
of  Major  Weapon  and  Support  Systems  (Project  Mo.  2LC-S023),  2 
June  1993  and  nonconcur  with  the  findings,  Coiiaonts  to  specific 
paragraphs  concerning  the  AGS  are  as  follows ; 

1.  Report,  Page  3,  ZiiternaX  Controla,  second  sentence  states; 
"Internal  control  policy  guidance  and  procedures  were  generally 
insufficient  to  ensure  that  program  managers  net  transportation 
requirements  before  low  rate  initial  production  everd  or  award 
fur  major  luodif icetlon  of  ayatens,"  Ke  nonconcur  vith  the 
finding  vith  reepect  to  the  Arnored  Gun  Systea  (ACS)  for  the 
following  reasons: 

a.  Transportability  Is  an  integral  part  of  the  ACS  program, 
statue  and  pregrees  of  transportability  development  and  planning 
for  test  ere  reviewed  during  regularly  scheduled  Technical 
Reviews,  Test  Integration  Working  Croup  (TIKC)  meetings  and 
Management  Reviews,  ET*gineering  and  Manufacturing  Development 
(SMD)  exit  criteria  were  established  for  transportability  in  the 
Acquisition  Program  Baseline  end  in  the  6  OCT  92  DA  approved  Test 
and  Evaluation  Master  Plan  (TEMP),  Also,  the  ACS  Critical 
Operational  Issues  a  Criteria  (COIC)  include  LVAD  (Figure  1  in 
the  AGS  TEMP)  •  Therefore,  internal  co.ntrols  are  in  place 
concerning  the  overall  program  (to  include  tra.nsportabiUty) . 

b.  All  transportability  requirements  and  issues  that  may 
arise  are  coordinated  and  resolved  between  transportability 
representatives  from  the  contractor,  PM  Acs,  mtmc  and  Natick  (as 
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3.  Koportf  Pago  6,  Transportability,  fourth  aentence  atatas: 
"About  $186  million  could  bo  spent  for  58  Acs  vehicles  without 
ensuring  that  the  ACS  can  be  airdropped  from  a  C-130  aircraft; 

We  nonconcur  with  the  finding  with  respect  to  the  ACS  for  the 
followlRg  reasons: 

a.  The  AGS  is  currently  in  the  EHD  phase  of  the  program. 
Information  concerning  ACS  LVAD  will  be  prepared  to  satisfy  the 
transportability  exit  criteria  of  the  Acquisition  Program 
Baseline  and  COtC. 

b.  There  will  be  no  production  funds  obligated  for  Low  Rate 
Initial  Production  (LRIP)  until  all  erit  criteria  (to  Include  c- 
130  LVAD)  are  satisfactorily  addressed  and  decided  on  by  the  DA 
IPR  board. 

J.  Report,  Page  7,  paragraph  cne  states;  "StraaaUned 
acquisition  guidance  has  nade  transportability  roles  and 
oversight  responsibilitias  unclear.  Previous  guidance  identified 
a  focal  point  within  each  Service,  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
transportebility  was  fully  considered  during  the  acquisition 
process.  Additionally,  the  lack  of  regulation  He 

nonconcur  with  the  finding  with  respect  to  the  ASS  for  the 
following  reasons: 

a.  Organisations  (PN  ASS,  ktmc,  jJatlck,  etc.)  that  have 
interest  in  AGS  transportability  have  u.tdertaken  active  roles  ana 
responsibilities  in  the  overall  AGS  transportability  program  (to 
include  C-130  LVAD)  , 


64 


Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics)  Conunents 


nuiRt^ 


b*  Organizations  responsible  for  air  transportability  (PH 
AGS,  MTMC,  Natick)  are  fully  competent  and  cognizant  of  their 
rolea  and  responsibilities  and  how  to  do  thalr  jobs. 
Ovorregulatlon  loads  to  stagnation  and  waste  of  precious  budget 
funds#  It  often  takes  away  opportunities  to  accomplish  tasks  in 
the  nost  expeditione/cofit  effective  ways# 

i.  Report,  Page  S,  first  complete  paragraph  you  state;  ”Gndcr 
DoD'e  etraaiilined  acquisition  procesa,  transportability 
requirementa,  a  critical  element  in  the  acquisition  process,  were 
not  effectively  met  fer  the  three  ayatexs  audited,  which  have  an 
estimated  acquisition  cost  of  billion.  The  program  managers 

for  the  audited  systems  were  not  adequately  considering  the 
transportability  of  the  systems  during  the  acquisition  process. “ 
We  nonconcur  with  the  finding  with  respect  to  AGS  for  the 
following  reasons: 

a.  Transportability  has  been  an  integral  part  of  the  AGS 
Acquisition  Process  and  was  a  critical  factor  in  structuring  and 
the  ultimate  approval  of  the  acquisition  strategy.  During  the 
Source  Selection  process,  tranapertability  was  a  major  factor 
that  was  evaluated.  In  fact,  it  was  evaluated  as  the  host 
important  factor  under  system  performance.  System  performance 
was  the  most  important  element  ir  the  technical  area.  Technical 
was  the  cost  important  area  evdluauisd  in  the  selection  prcccaa. 
Please  find  enclosed  tables  K-1  and  M-2  that  define  the  overall 
evaluation  criteria  used  in  the  selection  process,  evaluation 
criteria  from  the  technical  area  and  their  order  of  importance. 
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b.  Hilitary  Managenent  Traffic  Coaajard  (MTHC)  was 
an  active  nertbar  of  the  AGS  Source  Selection  Evaluation  Board. 
Criteria  aueh  aif  length,  widths  height,  weight,  Center  ot 
gravity,  tip-off  curve,  design  Integrity,  suspension,  tiedown  and 
extraction  provlaione,  etc.,  were  considered.  KTHC'c  analyaia, 
review  of  data  and  concurrence  was  a  critical  elejtent  in  the 
eelecrion  procefis  to  proceed  to  the  EMO  phase  for  the  AGO. 

C.  MTKC  and  Natick  Research,  Development  and 
Engineering  Center  are  active  tteobere  in  the  design  phase  of  the 
AGS.  They  participate  and  are  aware  of  all  efforts  being 
conducted  in  the  area  of  tranepcrtabllity.  An  Inearia 
transpcrtablllty  Engineering  Analysis  was  prepared  for  the  XM3 
Arcored  Gun  Systea  (AGS)  by  MTMC  (dated  November  1992)  based  on 
the  latest  available  information  at  the  tine  of  report 
preparation.  The  cover  letter  states  “At  eraor  Level  I,  the  ACC 
meet#  dimensional  and  weight  requirements  for  low  velocity  air 
drop  (LVAO)  for  C-130  and  c-l7  aircraft."  The  weight  of  the 
tcvcl  I  armcr  AGS  vill  be  addressed  later  in  this  memorandua. 

5.  Report,  Page  9,  second  completa  paragraph  etatee:  "The 
Xrmy  vaa  planning  to  buy  58  AGSs  in  late  1994,  at  a  cost  of  about 
51B6  Billion.  However,  it  had  not  achieved  a  design  that  would 
make  the  AGS  capable  of  being  low  velocity  air  dropped  (LVAD) 
from  available  tactical  aircraft.  Acquisition  guidance  did  not 
provide  adequate  internal  controls  to  ensure  that  he  AGS  vill 
moat  tha  LVAD  requirament  from  available  tactical  aircraft  before 
the  eystem  proceeds  Into  low  rate  initial  production  award.  As  a 
result,  the  Army  may  spend  about  $18«  million  procuring  58  ACS 
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vehicles  that  cay  not  aeet  nission  needs  because  they  are  too 
heavy  to  be  sir  dropped.”  He  nonconcur  vith  the  finding  with 
reapact  to  the  AGS  for  the  foXioving  reasons: 

a*  The  contractor  (FKC)  proposed  and  is  currently 
under  contract  to  eeet  C-130  LVAD  at  teval  I  araor  weight.  The 
vehicle  at  Level  I  anaor  weight  includes  On  Vehicle  Equipment 
(OVE)  ,  on  board  fuel  for  1£0  ke,  lO  main  gun  rounds,  XOOO  coax 
rounds  and  100  M2  ready  rounds  which  are  required  for  LVAD. 

b.  The  DfD  phase  of  the  prccran  is  to  finalize  the 
vehicle  design  and  solve  unforeseen  prcbleoc  (weight  increase  of 
the  Level  I  armor  vehicle  is  one  each  unforeseen  problem) .  That 
is  why  the  weight  reduction  program  was  put  in  place  otter  the 
problem  was  identified.  The  goal  of  the  program  is  to  meet  the 
vehicle  weight  requirement  for  C-X30  LVAD  (with  the  OVE  and 
con^unables)  of  35, £30  lbs  and  an  overall  C-130  LVAO  packaga 
weight  of  42,000  lbs  or  less  which  includes  the  airdrop  pallet, 
parachutes  and  rigging. 

c.  He  arc  working  with  Natick  In  evaluating  a  modified 
Type  V  platform  that  would  reduce  the  platform  weight.  Uatick 
Airdrop  Systems  Division  performed  the  initial  analysis,  an 
actual  racking  test,  roller  load  test  and  static  drop  teat  during 
December  ISSJ  through  January  1993  with  favorable  results.  The 
test  report  is  available  upon  request.  Actual  airdrop  twating  of 
the  modified  Type  V  platform  with  weight  tubs  simulating  an 
approxiaate  vehicle  weight  of  37,000  lbs  is  being  performed  at 
Yuma  Proving  Grounds,  AZ  during  ^the  week  of  12  July  1993  vith 
Natick  observing  the  test. 
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6.  An  actual  static  drop  tast  with  an  ASS  will  be 
parfcmed  by  Katick  RD&E  Center  during  Apr  X9$4  to  provide 
irifomation  for  the  DA  IPR  and  LRIP  contract  award  declaion. 
According  to  Katlck  RDCtE  center,  favorable  static  drop  test 
results  provide  a  high  confidence  level  that  the  actual  airdrop 
should  not  surface  any  unsolvable  problems*  This  testing  is 
dociurented  on  page  30  of  the  DA  approved  AOS 

c«  A  single  airdrop  test  will  be  performed  during  the 
planned  Early  User  Teat  and  Experimentation  {EUT4E)  (prior  to  or 
during  Hov  94)  to  provide  information  for  the  DA  IPR  and  LRIP 
contract  award  dociaion  proceaa.  Page  3A  free  the  CA  oppreved 
AGS  TEKP  shows  scheduling  of  an  LVAO  test  to  support  the  LRIP  I  PR 
decision.  Also,  the  TEMP,  Page  4,  para  C(l)  states  that 
transportability  by  tactical  aircraft  is  an  exit  criteria  in  the 
Acquisition  Prograa  Baseline  for  the  EfO  phase. 

e.  Report,  Page  9,  3rd  complete  paragraph  states;  “The 
milestone  II  approval  for  entry  into  low  rate  initial  production 
was  given  in  May  1992.  A  low  rate  Initial  production  contract 
...  is  scheduled  in  Hovenker  1994.**  We  ncneoncur  with  these 
statements  for  the  following  reasons;  Milestone  ri  approval  in 
May  92  was  for  entry  into  EMD,  a  DA  IPR  is  planned  for  Dec  94  to 
approve  the  LRIP  declelon.  After  the  CA  IPR  the  LRIP  contract 
would  Do  awarded,  also  in  Dec  94. 

7.  Report,  Page  10,  second  complete  paragraph,  fifth 
sentence  states;  ’'Although  the  FEO  has  target  weight  reduct  lens, 
officials  at  the  Army  Hatich  Research,  Development,  end 
engineering  Center,  which  certifies  equipment  for  airdrop,  abated 
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that  the  AGS  vo*jld  probably  grov  in  weight  because  of 
modifications  or  tha  naad  to  airdrop  with  increased  fuel  and 

aiuiunition.*  W«  nonconcur  with  tho  findings  with  rcspoct  to  the 
ASS  for  the  following  reasons i 

The  C*l30  overall  LVAD  package  weight  (to  Include  the 
vehicle^  platform,  rigging  materlalsp  0VS|  consumables,  etc,) 
will  be  neintained  et  42^000  lbs  or  less.  Any  "new**  rcguireiacnto 
affecting  weight  will  be  asaessed  on  a  case-by-caae  basis  and 
traded*off  for  weight  in  other  areas  to  assure  that  the  overall 
C*130  LVAO  package  of  42,000  lbs  is  not  violated. 

8.  Report,  Page  11,  firot  conplete  paragraph,  third 
sentence  states:  "Although  the  C-130  LVAO  requirexent  was 
included  in  the  ACS  contract,  the  PEO  was  not  scheduled  to 
receive  transportability  certification  for  the  AGS  before  low 
rate  initial  production  award,  and  did  not  schedult  a  C*130  LVAO 
test  to  support  the  decision  in  the  AGS  test  and  evaluation  .  ' 
master  plan.**  We  nonconcur  with  the  findings  with  respect  to  the 
ACS  for  the  following  reasons;  Testing  is  scheduled  as  described 
in  item  S  above  (to  include  static  drop  testing  during  Apr  S4  and 
air  drop  testing  during  £uxa£)  that  will  provide  the  DA  ipr  board 
adequate  infornation  on  C-130  LVAO  to  be  able  to  make  a  proper 
decision.  Therefore,  there  are  internal  controls  in  place  to 
assure  that  all  tha  axit  criteria  called  Cor  in  the  Acgulsition 
Program  Baseline  are  addressed. 

9.  Report,  Page  22,  paragraph  3  states;  "We  reccscend  that 
the  Army  Acquisition  Executive  reduce  the  Armored  Cun  System 
planned  procurement  by  obout  $184  million  for  58  eyeteme  if  tha 
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Arxored  Gun  System  cennot  be  successfully  lovf  velocity  air 
dropped  froa  a  C-130  aircraft;  or  If  an  alternative  tactical* 
aiceraft  that  has  deaonstratad  the  eapabillty  to  meat  tha  Arncrod 
Gun  Syctea  low  velocity  air  drop  mission  will  not  be  available  to 
support  Aroorod  Gun  Syeten  airdrop  aiselon.**  Wa  nonconcur  with 
the  findings  vith  respect  to  the  AG5  fer  the  following  reason: 

Tharo  are  adequate  planned  teats  and  avaluationo  to  addroos 
the  ability  of  the  AGS  to  comply  with  the  C-130  LVAO  requirement 
prior  to  the  DA  IPR  and  LRIP  contract  award*  Hon  compliance  with 
air  transportability  by  tactical  aircraft  would  jeopardize  the 
«  entire  program,  not  only  the  ss  vehicles  mentioned. 

10,  Report,  Page  24,  paragraph  1  states:  **The  AGS  will 
provide  direct  artillery  support  to  dismounted  infantry  during 
contingency  operations  and  will  be  uced  in  airdrop  and  forced 
<sntry  operations  when  deployability  is  essential •**  Wo  nonoonour 
with  this  statement  for  the  following  reason:  The  ACS  niasion 
profile  does  not  require  the  vehicle  tc  provide  direct  artillery 
support  to  dienounted  infantry. 

Enel 
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Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics)  Conunents 


H— IRturt 


SUBJECT:  Joint  Scrvicot  laagery  ProcMsing  Syntea  (JSZFS) 

1.  Honconcur  with  the  tstiaatod  monetary  benefit  of  $1.«  aillion 
within  the  JSIPS  prograa.  The  rationale  for  the  estimated  monetary 
benefit  as  stated  on  page  13  of  the  draft  audit  report  is  not 
clear.  It  implies  that  money  could  be  saved  by  procuring  shelters 
through  the  Aviation  Troop  Support  Command  (ATSCOM) ;  hoTOver,  it 
does  not  Indicate  that  ATSCOM  could  provide  shelters  that  would 
meet  the  specified  weight  capacity  requirement  for  the  JSIPS.  The 
cost  ai»d  weight  capability  of  the  JSIPS  and  the  Military  Standard 
(MilStd)  shelters  must  be  consistent.  A  JSIPS  8X8X20  foot  shelter 
can  weigh  20,000  lbs,  while  a  8X8X20  foot  MilStd  shelter  can  weigh 
11,180  lbs.  Therefore,  it  would  take  twice  as  many  MilStd  shelters 
to  meet  the  JSIPS  weight  requirement.  If  this  is  the  case,  the 
JSIPS  prograa  manager  can  purchase  28  shelters  for  $4.2  aillion 
while  the  item  manager  must  purchase  58  shelters  for  $5.2  aillion. 
When  considered  in  this  manner,  the  JSIPS  program  should  be 
recognised  for  their  efforts  to  save  the  government  $1  aillion 
rather  than  costing  $1.6  aillion  as  stated  in  the  draft  audit 
report.  The  use  of  MilStd  shelters  has  other  Implied  costs  that 
are  not  identified.  Twice  as  many  shelters  requires  twice  as  many 
trucks  and  trailers  or  aobilizers.  This  dramatically  increases  the 
user's  air/sea  lift  requirement  for  deployment.  The  most  effective 
way  of  meeting  system  cost  and  schedule  was  the  method  used  ** 
contractor  provided  shelters. 

2.  Nonconcur  with  the  trailer  modification  background  material 
cited  on  pages  14  and  15  of  the  draft  audit  report. 

a.  The  M871A1  trailer  required  a  modification  because  of  an 
Army  Tank  and  Automotive  Command  (TACON)  modification  of  the  M939 
series  of  5  Ton  tactical  tractors.  A  nine  inch  increase  of  fifth 
wheel  height  on  the  tractor  caused  the  JSIPS  tractor  /trailer  / 
shelter  combination  to  exceed  the  European  bridge  height 
requirement.  When  confronted  with  this  problea,  TACOM 
representatives  stated  that  they  had  no  Army  requirement  to 
transport  20  foot  ISO  shelters  in  Europe.  TACOM  representatives 
did  indicate  that  they  could  develop  a  special  trailer  for  the  Army 
JSIPS,  but  it  would  be  a  unique  commercial  item  and  it  would  not 
meet  the  JSIPS  contract  required  Government  Furnished  Equipment 
(GFE)  delivery  schedule.  N871A1  trailers  were  designed  to 
transport  22  1/2  tons  of  cargo,  the  modified  M871A1  is  required  to 
transport  half  of  that  amount.  M871A1  trailers  are  supportable 
throughout  the  Army,  unique  commercial  trailers  are  not. 
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Haal  Repoct 
Reference 


SUBJECTS  Joint  Service*  laagory  Procassing  Systaa  (JSIPS) 

b.  The  draft  audit  report  implies  that  a  TACOM  solution  could 
have  been  implemented  during  the  two  years  that  elapsed  between  the 
discovery  of  the  height  problem  and  the  date  of  the  modification 
contract  award.  This  is  not  the  case,  louring  the  two  year  periods 

(1)  Army  user  requirements  were  revalidated, 

(2)  substitution  of  alternative  equipment  was  recommended 
and  rejected  by  the  Army  users, 

(3)  TACOM' 8  commercial  trailer  proposal  was  considered  and 
rejected. 

(4)  a  limited  transportability  test  plan  and  the  Request 
for  Proposal  (RFP)  for  the  modification  contract  was  prepared, 

(5)  the  competitive  contract  was  announced, 

(6)  the  contract  was  awarded  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
source  selection  process. 

c*  Every  effort  was  made  to  ensure  that  the  modified  trailers 
were  safe  and  transportable.  The  modification  contractor  was 
required  to  conduct  a  limited  improved  road,  unimproved  road  and 
cross  country  test  while  loaded  with  20,000  lbs  on  the  trailer  bed 
and  3,000  lbs  on  the  gooseneck  platform.  No  design  or  workmanship 
flaws  were  identified  as  a  result  of  this  test. 

d.  An  air  movement  certification  was  requested  and  approved 
through  DOD  channels.  The  Army  JSIPS  was  deployed  to  Germany  on 
u.  s.  Air  Force  C-5  and  C-141  aircraft,  demonstrating  that  it  met 
those  system  requirements. 

3.  Concur  with  Recommended  Corrective  Action  Number  5  cited  on 
page  22  of  the  draft  audit  report. 

a.  ASPO  will  work  with  TACOM  to  get  an  approved  modification 
for  the  trailers  that  have  already  been  modified.  We  intent  to 
complete  the  initial  coordination  with  TACOM  by  30  August  1993. 

b.  ASPO  is  working  with  TACOM  to  develop  and  build  trailers 
for  future  Army  JSIPS.  TACOM  is  reviewing  the  description  of  the 
required  trailers.  This  was  provided  to  them  in  late  Kay  of  this 
year.  The  funding  and  fielding  schedule  of  future  Army  JSIPS  will 
determine  the  completion  date  of  this  action. 
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MEMORAMOUM  FOR  COMMAKOER,  UNITED  STATES  SPECIAL  OPERATIONS 

COMMAND,  ATTN I  30AB-MR  . 

(CAPTAIN  ROBERT  R.  HANKE),  MACDILL  AIR  FORCE 
BASE,  FL  33621-8323 

SUBJECT*  Draft  Audit  Rtport  on  tho  Transportability  of  Ma^or 
Woapon  and  Support  System  (Project  No.  2LC-5023) 

1.  Review  of  subject  report  has  produced  the  following  general 
observations! 

a.  The  DOO-IC  had  122  prograas  to  choose  fron  for  this 

study  --  why  did  they  select  the  MH-60X  in  such  a  restricted 
sample  size  of  only  three  programs,  when  this  ppgram  s 
acquisition  strategy  dictates  concurrency?  With  concurrency  it 
would  be  impossible  to  do  a  fuU-up  traneportability 
demonstration  prior  to  a  limited  production  decision.  Under  the 
circumstances  we  prudently  used  analytical  data  and  experience 
from  the  KH-60L  program  to  assure  that  the  required  number  of  MH- 
60KS  could  be  loaded  on  the  C-5.  This  was  done  BXiSUi  to  making 
the  limited  production  decision.  We  backed  this  up  with 

a  transportability  demonstration  with  a  prototype  MH-60K,  *tter 
the  production  decision.  During  this  demonstration  we  *'®ted  the 
fuel  spillage,  towing,  and  antenna  problems.  We  have  solved  the 
towing  problem  with  the  production  incorporation  plates 

and  the  fuel  spillage  is  being  corrected  with  a  self-closing 
connector  kit.  The  antenna  interference  is  a  nuisance  problem 
which  will  be  corrected  at  a  later  date. 

b.  The  key  points  arei 

•  There  was  a  active  transportability  plan  in  place  before 
the  production  decision. 

•  ;^5  required  up  to  six  MH-eoKs  can  be  loaded  in  the  C-5 
with  the  external  tanks  and  fuel  probes  removed. 

•  With  tanks  and  probes  Installed  lessor  quantities  of 
MH-60KS  can  be  loaded  in  the  C-5. 

•  We  did  not  meet  the  required  leading  times  by  17  minutes 
We  beat  the  required  unload  time  by  2"  minuter.  We  \JXll 
meet  the  loading  tine  requirement  witn  the  tow  plates  and 
fuel  kit  modifications  installed. 
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02  JIM.  1993 


SFAB-AV-SOA 

SUBJBCTt  Draft  Audit  Mport  on  tba  Transportability  of  Major 
Weapon  and  Support  Systens  {Brojtet  Wo.  2LC«*5023) 

2.  The  following  eoaaents  are  directed  at  specific  areas  of  the 
reporti 

1  a.  Page  1.  Audit  Resultst 

(1)  It  Is  stated  that  transportability  of  systeas  was 
not  being  adequately  considered  during  the  aequlsitloa  of  aajor 
weapon  and  support  systeas,  However,  the  report  describes  the 
prototype  transportability  tests,  design  fixes,  and 
certifications  froe  MTHC  and  ATTLA  which  .ware  acconpllshed  for 
the  MK-60K.  If  these  actions  were  not  adequate  the  authors 
should  give  specific  recoamendatlons  rather  than  non*aecountable 
inpllcatlons  that  transportability  was  not  considered. 

(2)  If  an  Iten  Is  being  certified  to  be  transported  in 
another  vehicle,  e.g.,  the  C-S,  the  certification  of 
acceptability  should  be  fron  the  cognizant  office  for  that 
vehicle,  e.g.,  ATTLA.  The  audit  reconmendation  of  creating 
another  central  agency  for  this  determination  is  wasteful 
organizational  layering  which  the  000  is  trying  to  eliminate 
rather  than  promote.  Policing  of  these  actions  is  accomplished 
in  the  milestone  review  process.  If  the  leadership  in  those 
reviews  made  a  decision  to  address  transportability  in  a  certain 
way  the  audit  should  verify  the  execution  of  that  decision  rather 
than  second  guessing  the  basic  decision. 

1  b.  Page  i.  Internal  Controls!  The  program  managers  are 

responsible  to  the  milestone  authority  and  the  customer  to 
execute  the  program  within  approved  technical  and  resource 
constraints.  During  the  conduct  of  the  program,  trade«offs  must 
be  reac.hed  as  agreed  to  by  the  materiel  developer  and  the  combat 
developer.  The  audit  report  falls  to  recognize  this  most  basic 
foundation  of  the  acquisition  process.  At  the  milestone  review 
the  leadership  recognized  the  transportability  questions  which 
surfaced  in  the  development  study.  Accordingly,  they  added  the 
prototype  demcnstraclon  requirement.  However,  they  concluded 
t.here  was  adequate  tine  to  incorporate  fixes  to  the  questionable 
areas  during  production  without  holding  up  the  initial  production 
activities. 

1  c.  Page  1.  Potential  Benefits  of  Audit:  A  basic  part  of 

any  purported  benefit  must  be  the  cost  of  implementation 
However,  the  report  has  overlooJced  these  essential  cost  elements 
in  arriving  at  the  estimated  benefits  of  S1P2M  for  the  audit 
recommendations.  In  the  case  of  the  MH-50K,  nothing  in  the 
recommendations  would  have  avoided  the  purported  S350;:  of 
unnecessary  fuel  system  modifications. 
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SUBJECT!  Drift  Audit  Report  on  the  Traniportibiltty  of  Major 
Weapon  and  Support  Systtaa  (Project  ¥o.  atC-8023) 

ctrcalniy  the  aodiflcatlon*  accoaplishtd  at  that  price  are 
preferable  to  the  coet  (tUe  and  aoney)  of  contracting  with  the 
aircraft  aanufacturer  for  the  aodlfications  (in  excess  of  $1K  in 
costs  required  by  the  aircraft  aanufacturer  plus  extending 
the  acquisition  cycle  at  a  progrea  cost  of  S2M  to  $3M  per  month 
for  six  months) . 

d.  Page  il.  Suaaary  of  Recommendations  *  The  report 
recommends  that  HH-60K  loading  plans  be  developed.  Loading  plans 
have  been  a  basic  part  of  the  program  since  prior  to  the  initial 
development  contract.  These  plans  are  updated  as  design  and  test 
results  and  customer  directions  dictate.  Copies  of  this 
documentation  were  previously  furnished  to  the  report's  authors. 

e.  Page  3.  Scopei  The  report  states  that  the  acquisition 
cycle 'consists  of  five  major  milestones  (page  2.  par.  3)  and  then 
states  that  three  systems  were  judgmentally  selected  (page  3. 
par.  2)  out  of  122  candidates.  Since  judgement  was  ostensive.y 
used,  that  sampling  criteria  should  be  subject  to  open  scrutiny 
of  the  Statistical  process  used,  in  that  it  forms  the  basis  for 
the  subsequent  generic  recommendations  for  changes  to  the  DOD 
process.  Without  lultehle  explanation,  the  reader  must  conclude 
that  all  the  selected  systems  had  the  common  strategy  to  follow 
the  complete  milestone  model.  However,  et  least  In  the  case  of 
the  MH-aOK,  the  approved  acquisition  strategy  began  with 
Milestone  II,  and  was  structursd  as  a  Hon  Development  Item, 
Category  III,  Limited  Procurement  -  Urgent.  Hon  Major  Program, 
with  streamlined  concurrent  engineering.  This  was  based  on  the 
fact  that  the  fundamental  aircraft  was  a  standard  UH-60  alr-ratae, 
and  the  selected  modifications  were  urgently  needed  by  the 
Special  Operations  Forces.  While  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
certified  to  congress  that  there  were  risks  associated  with  t..is 
Mproaeh,  those  rl»ki  vcr,  con8ia«t,«l  accptable.  the 
alternative  was  to  follow  the  classical  Milestone  model  which 
would  add  36  Months  at  S2M  to  S3M  per  month  to  the  program .  It 
was  also  recognised  that  full  user  participation  would  he 
incorporated  through-out  the  acgulsttion  process,  .his  By 
definition  means  that  continuous  improvements  (engineering 
changes)  would  be  accomplished  both  in  the  production  phase  and 
by  retrofit  actions.  Subseguently .  during  the  production  phase 
the  program  was  redesignated  as  an  ACAT  II  program 
cancellation  of  the  V-22  program,  thus  raising  the  MH-60K  pre,.am 
costs  above  the  DOD  threshold  for  non-major  programs. 
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SUBJECT*  Drift  Audit  Beport  on  th«  Traniportibiltty  of  Hi]or 
Weapon  and  Support  Systems  (Froject  Bo.  2I.C-5023) 


f.  Page  3.  Internal  Controlsi  While  congress  and  DOD 
leadership  are  constantly  directing  that  the  acquisition  process 
be  streamlined  end  authority  and  responsibility  be  focused  et  the 
lowest  level,  the  IG  culture  cannot  break  out  of  its  classical 
mold  of  thinking  that  the  solution  to  all  problems  lays  in 
elevating  actions  to  the  highest  level.  There  is  no 
justification  provided  in  the  report  for  the  recommended 
additional  controls,  nor  Is  the  source  of  additional  resources  to 
implement  such  e  concept  stated.  It  is  believed  the  current  law 
requires  any  new  leglsletlon  to  identify  the  source  of  funds  to 
implement  the  proposed  change.  Regarding  the  purported  benefits 
of  5192)1,  see  comments  in  paragraph  2.c.  above  for  the  S350K 
portion  of  that  amount  allocated  to  the  KH-60K. 

g.  Page  7.  Transportability  Roles  and  Responslbllitiesi 
The  repcrt  states  there  is  a  lack  of  focal  points  for 
responsibility  and  authority  for  streamlined  acquisition  in  the 
Services  or  Unified  Commands.  However,  et  least  in  the  case  of 
the  MH-50K  and  every  other  case  to  our  knowledge,  the  seme  focal 
points  and  milestone  reviews  ere  utilised  in  the  streaslined 
acquisition  process  es  those  used  in  the  conventional  process. 
Streamlining  does  not  eliminate  steps,  it  only  recognizes  that 
some  steps  can  be  more  effectively  and  efficiently  accomplished 
concurrently.  In  both  the  sequential  and  streamlined  process 
there  will  be  problems  end  trade-offs  to  be  resolved.  However, 
the  decisions  must  be  made  on  a  program  global  basis  through  team 
work  of  all  participants. 

h.  Page  16.  Procurement  Status*  The  report  recommends 
changes  in  the  DOD  organlration  while  demonstrating  a  total  lack 
of  understanding  of  the  current  organisation.  It  refers  to  the 
-Army  Materiel  Commend  Program  Executive  Office  -  Special 
Operations  Aircraft  Branch".  The  Army  Haterlel  Command  (AMC)  is 
not  in  the  reporting  chain  of  the  Program  Executive  Office  (PEC). 
The  PEO-Aviation  reports  directly  to  the  Army  Acquisition 
Executive/^SAROA.  not  AMC.  Th*  fBO  has  no  SCA  Branch. 

Special  Operations  Aircraft  Product  Manager  (SOA  PM)  is  assigned 
to  the  US  Army  Special  Operations  Command  (USASOC),  and  1$ 
the  operational  control  of  the  PEO-AV.  USASOC  is  assigned 
Soecial  Operations  Command  (USSOCOM).  The  SOA  Program  is  planned 
and  e:iecuted  as  a  team  which  includes  direct  part icipation  by 
leadership  from,  among  others,  all  of  the  above  organirat-ons . 
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1,  Pa^e  17.  MH-dOK  Planned  Retrofits!  The  report  has 
confused  a  variety  of  facts  concerning  transportability 
nodtflcatlons .  The  prototype  aircraft  load  test  on  the  C-5  was 
Intended  to  identify  transportability  configuration  shortconinge. 
It  did  identify  towing  difficulties,  antenna  interference  and 
fuel  spillage.  Accordingly,  added  tow  plates  were  incorporated 
during  the  production  phase.  It  was  decided  that  the  fuel 
spillage  from  the  external  tanks  could  be  accomplished  at  one 
fourth  the  cost  after  delivery  vice  having  the  prime  manufacturer 
change  this  during  production.  This  was  an  approved  Value 
Engineering  Proposal  (VBP).  Rather  than  delay  the  initial 
delivery  and  pilot  training  plans  the  retrofit  of  the  fuel  prohe^ 
disconnect  shut-off  kits  were  deferred  to  a  later  date  since  fue^ 
probe  removal  is  not  a  routine  mission  function. 

It  should  be  noted  that  this  nuisance  type  problem  has  been 
present  on  MH-60L  aodei  aircraft  In  the  field  over  the  past 
several  years.  However,  to  improve  environmental  considerations 
the  problem  will  be  addressed.  In  the  balance  of  resources 
versus  need  for  mission  capability,  the  joint  decision  was  to 
defer  the  antenna  modification  until  a  Pre-Planned  Product 
Improvement  {P3Z)  could  be  properly  resourced  and  accomplished, 

j.  Recommendations  for  Corrective  Action* 

(1)  Page  21,  Item  1.  lon-concur-  Such  blanket  rules 
force  the  leadership  to  subvert  the  mandates  to  develop  new 
innovative  acquisition  processes  to  more  effectively  field  weapon 
systems.  This  proposed  rule  would  require  every  system  to  follow 
the  heal- to- toe  protracted  schedule  rather  than  the  team  approac,^ 
to  streamlined,  concurrent  engineering,  with  continuous 
improvement  process  where  it  can  be  shown  as  the  nest  cost 
effective  method. 

(2)  Page  22,  Item  2,  Mon-concur.  See  Par.  2.J.{1) 

above. 

(3)  Page  22.  Itam  6.  Mon  Issue.  Representatives  of 
CINCSOCOM  directly  participated  in  all  Team  SOA  activities.  The 
SOAE  and  Commander  USASOC  are  nenbers  of  the  milestone  review  and 
quarterly  Program  Executive  steering  Group  Meetings,  and  the^ 
soldiers  from  the  160th  SOAR  planned  and  conducted  the  actua^ 
transportability  tests.  The  results  were  certified  by  ATTLA  and 
MTMC. 
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SUBJECT;  Draft  Audit  Rtport  an  the  Tranaportabllity  of  Major 
Weapon  and  Support  Syateas  iProject  No«  2LC-5023) 

)t.  Profile  of  Systeaa  Reviewedi  The  report  states  that  the 
KH-SOK  Is  required  to  be  transported  in  the  C-17.  This  has  never 
been  stated  in  the  Required  Operational  Capability  docuaents  and 
has  never  been  e  part  of  the  proqran*  If  the  D0D-I6  would 
provide  the  certified  need  end  resources,  a  test  could  be 
accomplished  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  those  requisites  a.s 
dictated  in  the  DODO  SOOO.l  for  proqraa  chanqe  proposals. 

1.  Summary  of  Potential  Benefits  Resulting  from  Audit;  It 
is  ironic  that  the  program  avoided  close  to  SIM  in  added  costs  by 
using  a  retrofit  hit  rather  than  paying  the  high  overhead  rates 
of  the  aircraft  manufacturer.  However,  undaunted  by  these 
savings  the  000-IG  is  recocntnding  this  be  accomplished  by  the 
prime  manufacturer  in  order  to  conform  to  the  outmoded 
acquisition  cycle. 

3.  Point  of  contact  for  this  action  is  J.C.  Rickmeycr, 

DSN  €32-1554. 


Michael  «.  rocxrs 


LTC  AV 

Product  Hao»9er, 

Special  Operations  Alrcraf-; 


80 


Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics)  Comments 


nul  Report 


COMMAMD  reply 

DOO  10  Oratt  Audit  Aeport,  Transportability  of  Major 
Weapon  Systems  (Project  No.  2LC-$023) 


Finding.  C-ft  Aircraft  Loading*  The  program  manager  fur  the 
MH-SOK  did  not  have  the  maximum  loading  capacity  determined  and 
certified  by  ATTLA,  en  AFMC  activity,  before  production;  and  the 
prime  contractor  did  not  moot  the  contractually  required 
disassembly  time  for  transport. 

hMitiQMl  Hone. 

Pecommcndaticin .  Wa  recoTamend  that  tho  Commander  in  Chief,  United 
States  Special  Operations  Command,  develop,  with  the  Air 
Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency,  the  loading  plans  for  the 
reconfigured  KH-60K  helicopter  before  performing  the  retrofits  to 
the  fuel  system  and  antenna. 

Action  Taken.  Nonconcur.  Loading  plans  have  always  been  a  basic 
part  of  the  program,  since  prior  to  the  initial  development 
contract.  These  plans  are  updated  as  design,  test  results,  and 
customer  directions  dictate.  Copies  of  this  documentation  were 
previously  furnishAd  to  the  report's  Authors.  Th«  PM-SOA  will 
continue  to  coordinate  with  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading 
Agency. 

Potential  Monetary  Benefit.  A  basic  part  of  any  benefit  must  be 
the  cost  of  implementation;  in  the  case  of  the  fuel  system 
modification,  $350K  of  necessary  changes.  The  modifications 
accomplished  at  that  price  are  preferable  to  the  cost  (time  and 
money)  of  contracting  with  the  aircraft  prime  manufacturer  for 
the  modif ications  (in  excess  of  $1M  in  direct  costs  plus 
extending  the  aeguisition  cycle  at  a  program  cost  of  $2M  to  $3M 
per  month  for  six  months) .  The  program  avoided  close  to  $1H  in 
added  costs  by  using  a  retrofit  kit,  rather  than  paying  the  high 
overhead  rates  of  the  aircraft  manufacturer. 


15 
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Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics)  Comments 


Find  Report 


SAF/AQ  RESPONSE 
TO 

DOD IG  Draft  Audit  Report  oo  the  lYm^portability  of  Mi^  Weapon  and  Support  Systems 

(PmjcaNo.2LC-5023) 


DoD  IG  Finding  (Part  11.  P.19L  TTie  Air  Foicc  Pave  Hawk  program  inanager  did  not  obtain 
C-141  transput  aiicraft  certification  fiom  the  Air  Tranqxxtainlity  Test  Loading  Agency 
(ATTLA).  The  Pave  Hav4  program  manager  has  not  inovided  ATTLA  with  the  necessary  funds 
and  resources  to  perform  the  tests. 

Addirional  facts.  The  Air  Force  was  directed  in  the  eaiiy  1980's  to  usc  the  Army  procured  UH-60 
helicopter  as  the  most  cost  effective  vehicle  to  satisfy  special  operations  and  com^  rescue 
helicopter  requirements.  The  basic  UH*60  airframe  is  transpoitable  on  the  C441.  Warner 
Robins  Air  Logisdc  Center  conducted  engineering  studies  on  loading  the  modified  MH'60G  on 
the  C*  141 .  These  results  indicated  the  radar  support  structure  would  be  crushed  during  loading. 
The  user  accepted  this  restriction  since  their  tactical  deployment  method  uses  the  C>S  which  can 
carr>’  more  helicopters  per  aircraft 

DoD  IG  Recommendation  Number?.  We  recommend  that  the  Pave  Hawk  helicqiter  program 
manager  cancel  plans  to  spend  about  $4.4  million  to  retrofit  the  helicopter  unless  die  Air 
Transportability  Test  Loading  A^ncy  determines  that  the  Pave  Hawk  cannot  be  loaded  onto  the 
C*  14 1  aircraft  without  the  retrofit,  and  the  Air  Mobility  Command  states  that  the  C-141  aircraft 
will  be  available  to  transpon  Pave  Hawk  helicopters. 

Response.  Nonconcur.  The  requirement  to  move  the  weather  radome  on  the  MH-60G  is 
directed  at  improving  the  field  ^  view  of  the  Forward  Looking  Infrared  Radar  (FUR)  for 
improved  mission  effectiveness.  The  FUR  has  a  blind  zone  in  its  left  quadrant  doe  to  the  present 
location  of  the  radar  support  structuiew  We  have  no  objecdon  to  test  loading  of  the  MH-60G$  on 
the  C-141  for  certification  purposes;  however  we  intend  to  continue  with  plans  to  modify  the 
MH-60G.  The  Pave  Hawk  program  manager  has  formed  a  process  action  team  to  perform  the 
necessary  engineering  studies  and  has  coordinated  with  ATTLA  for  a  test  load  of  an  MH-60G. 
The  required  funding  has  been  requested  from  HQ  ACC 


My  POC  is  Major  Burrell,  AQQU,  7-9767. 
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Department  of  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy 
Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics  Comments 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
Of  FICE  OF  THE  DEPUTY  CHIEF  OF  STAFF  FOB  LOGISTICS 
WASHINGTON.  DC  200104500 


DALO-TSM 

MEMORANDUM  THRU 
DEPUTY  CHIBF^ 
^■PIRECTOR  OF  THE 


ACTING  ASSIST. 
AND  ENVIRQ)  ' 


Z  5  AUG  1993 


)KFT  FOR  LOGISTICS 
AuCft 


^  llt>UEltlUWnEllTC,aS.«MI 

tY  OP  THE  army  (INSrXUATIoite 


FOR  TirriT"*”"’  rrnn^inv -BP  JDimiCE  i»,rPtfV¥li|ic)  /  C 

TTTmifr^nTfiTT**-— xif.  (AutftWn^ 


SUBJECT:  Draft  Audit  Report  on  the  Transportability  of  Major 

Weapon  and  Support  Systeais  (Project  No.  2M-5023)  — 

INFORMATION  MEMORANDUM 

X.  This  is  in  response  to  your  Benorandu*  of  26  Jul  ®3  (Jab  A), 
concerning  the  findings  of  subject  audit  to  deteralne  if  tte 
silitary  departments  were  effectively  considering  transports- 
bility  factors  during  the  acquisition  of  major  weapon  and  support 

systems. 

2.  At  Tab  B  is  the  Army  response  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
Inspector  General's  findings  and  recommendations.  The  Army 
concurs  with  recommendations  2*  3,  4.a,  4.b,  and  5,  and  pgrttdllY 
concurs  with  l.b.  The  Amy  nonconcurs  with  the  following: 

a.  Recommendation  l.a:  That  O.S.  Transportation  Command  be 
responsible  for  specific  levels  of  certification  of  transporta¬ 
bility  requirements  for  major  weapon  and  support  systems. 

b.  Recommendation  6:  The  need  to  develop  loading  plans  for 
the  reconfigured  MH-60K  helicopter  prior  to  retrofit  to  fuel 
system  and  antenna. 

c.  Allegations  that  transportability  requirements  were  not 
adequately  addressed  and  met  during  the  acquisition  process  for 
the  Armored  Gun  System* 

3.  No  comment  is  furnished  on 
Air  Force  issue. 


Recommendation  7  in  that  it  is  an 


lyi^ndrFhAr* : 

7  ’  _ 


f API 

[f.iNAL  tjOT  'tir>ATOe  P 
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Department  of  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics 
Comments 


OALO>TSM 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Audit  Report  on  the  Transportability  of  Major 
Weapon  and  Support  Systems  (Project  No.  2X<C-5023)  — 
INFORMATION  MEMORANDUM 


4.  MaxixBun  efficiency  of  the  Amy's  Engineering  for 
Transportability  Program  rests  in  the  adequacy  of  the  DoD 
directives  and  regulations  that  implement  the  program. 
Recommendations  contained  in  the  DoO  IG  audit  will  further 
enhance  the  program's  long  term  objectives. 


2  Ends 

Major  General,  GS 
Director  of  Transportation, 
Energy  and  Troop  Support 


CF: 

VCSA 

DODIG 

OASA  (ILSE)  -  Concur,  Mr  Campo/75200  (by  conference) 

SAROA  (SARD-SI)  -  Concur,  COL  Sittonich/43993  (by  conference) 
SARDA  (SARD-SA)  -  Concur,  COL  Gautreaux/47905  (by  conference) 
SARDA  (SARD-SC)  -  Concur,  COL  Yerkes/70046  (by  conference) 
MTMCTEA  (MTTE-TR)  -  Concur,  Mr.  Cassidy/804-878-2776  (by  phone) 


Ms.  Coffey/X46606 

2 
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Department  of  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics 

Comments 


nMiiup0it 


ARMY  RESPONSE  TO  DRAFT  OF  PROPOSED  AUDIT  REPORT  PROJECT  2LC-5023 
SUBJECTS  Transportability  of  Major  Weapon  and  Support  Systems 


RECOMMENDATION  il^as 

Revise  DoD  Directive  5158.4  to  make  the  U.  S.  Transportation 
CoBunand  responsible  for  certifying  that  transportability 
requireaents  are  aet  for  aajor  weapon  and  support  systeas  before 
low  rate  initial  production  award,  and  production  and  aajor 
Bodification. 

Uh  BBgPOHSBt 

Nonconcur. 

Procurement  •’-equipping  and  modernizing  the  force,  which 
encompasses  transportability  requireaents,  is  a  Service-related 
responsibility.  A  CXNC's  responsibility  is  to  identify 
requireaents.  Compliance  with  existing  policies  and  directives 
by  Service  Program  Executive  Officers  and  Program  Managers,  will 
ensure  transportability  issues  are  satisfied  prior  to  low  rate 
initial  production,  without  adding  another  level  of  approval  to 
the  acquisition  process. 


RECOHMBHDATIOM  tl.bs 

Promptly  issue  DoD  Directive  4510. XX,  "Defense  Transportation 
Engineering,"  to  clarify  transportability  roles, 
responsibilities,  and  approval  process  for  obtaining 
transportability  certifications  during  the  acquisition  of  aajor 
weapon  and  support  systems. 

DA  RESPONSE; 

Partially  concur  in  that  DOD  Directive  4510. XX  should  be 
issued;  however,  the  purpose  of  the  directive  is  to  establish  a 
disciplined  approach  for  conduct  of  DoD  transportation 
engineering,  the  appointment  of  an  Executive  Agency  for  related 
policy  and  issues,  and  establishment  of  a  single  DoD 
transportation  engineering  policy  document.  It  is  not  intended 
to  address  the  specifics  for  obtaining  transportability 
certification  during  the  acquisition  process. 

RECOMMENDATION  12: 

Ve  recommend  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition 
revise  DOD  Instruction  5000.2  to  require  that  program  managers 
not  proceed  to  low  rate  initial  production  award  or  major 
modification  of  weapon  and  support  systems  until  transportability 
requirements  are  met. 
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Department  of  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics 
Comments 


Raal  Report 
RrftrWtt— , 


Conour. 


We  recoimend  that  the  Army  Acquisition  Executive  reduce  the 
Armored  Gun  System  planned  procurement  by  about  $186  million  for 
58  systems  if  the  Armored  Gun  System  cannot  be  successfully  low 
velocity  airdropped  from  a  C»130  aircraft;  or  if  an  alternative 
tactical  aircraft  that  has  demonstrated  the  capability  to  meet 
the  Armored  Gun  System  low  velocity  airdrop  mission  will  not  be 
available  to  support  Armored  Gun  System'  airdrop  missionso 


Attachment  1 
on  Page  70 


Concur  with  recommendation  that  the  Armored  Gun  System 
successfully  meet  low  velocity  airdrop  testing  prior  to 
proceeding  with  procurement* 

Nonconcur  with  content  of  the  report  in  that  the  DOD  IG's 
allegations  that  transportability  requirements  were  not 
adequately  addressed  and  met  during  the  acquisition  process  are 
unfounded*  Rebuttal  from  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Amy  for  Research  Development,  and  Acquisition  (SARDA) 
addressing  allegations  in  detail  is  at  Attachment  1. 


We  recommend  that  the  Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System 
program  manager  coordinate  with  the  Air  Force  Shelter  Management 
Office  to: 

a.  Verify  that  modified  shelters  can  safely  transport  the 
Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  and  be  effectively 
supported  in  the  field; 

b«  Purchase  the  additional  shelters  needed* 


Concur  with  recommendation  4. a;  however,  an  air  movement 
certification  was  requested  and  approved  through  DoD  channels* 

Concur  with  recommendation  4.b  to  proceed  with  the  purchase  cf 
the  shelters;  howeveri  it  should  be  noted  that  purchasing  a 
sufficient  quantity  of  MilStd  shelters  to  house  the  JSIP5  would 
result  in  twice  as  many  shelters  in  addition  to  an  increase  in 
the  number  of  vehicles  for  shelter  movement*  A  purchase  of  the 
contractor-modified  trailers  (even  though  more  costly  by  unit) 
will  result  in  an  overall  estimated  one  million  dollar  savings* 

The  most  effective  way  of  meeting  system  cost  and  schedule  is  by 
contractor-provided  shelters . 
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Department  of  the  Army  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics 

Comments 


SAROA  rMpons*  dat«d  30  Jul  93  is  at  Attachasnt  3. 
BEeOMMENDATIQN  «Sl 

w«  rscoansnd  that  ths  Arny  Spaca  Prograa  of flea,  in  conjunction 
with  tha  Arny  Tank  Autonotlva  Command,  varity  that  Joint  Inagary 
Processing  Systen  trailers  can  safely  transport  the  modified  and 
overloaded  shelters  and  that  the  trailers  can  be  effectively 
supported  in  the  field* 

DA  RESPQNSBl 

Concur*  Target  date  for  initial  coordination  with  the  Amy 
Tank  Automotive  Command  (TACOM)  is  projected  for  30  Aug  93* 

SARDA  response  dated  30  Jul  93  is  at  Attachment  2« 


REC0mEWAXIQM.JL6: 

We  recommend  that  the  Commander i  United  States  Special  Operations 
Command,  develop,  with  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading 
Agency,  the  loading  plans  for  the  reconfigured  MH«'60K  helicopter 
before  performing  the  retrofits  to  the  fuel  system  and  antenna* 

DA  RESPONSE: 

Nonconcur. 

Loading  plans  for  the  reconfigured  KH-60K  helicopter  have 
always  been  an  integral  part  of  the  program,  since  prior  to 
initial  development.  USSOCON  rebuttal  is  set  forth  in 
Attachment  3. 


RgCQMMENDATIQN  17: 

We  recommend  that  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  program  manager  cancel 
plans  to  spend  about  $4.4  million  to  retrofit  the  helicopter 
unless  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency  determines 
that  the  Pave  Hawk  cannot  be  loaded  onto  the  C-141  aircraft 
without  the  retrofit,  and  the  Air  Mobility  Command  states  that 
the  C*-141  aircraft  will  be  available  to  transport  Pave  Hawk 
helicopters* 

PA  RSareNSEs 

Ho  comment  is  provided  in  that  the  Pave  Hawk  program  is  an 
Air  Force  related  issue.  USSOCOM  response  is  at  Attachment  3. 


3  Attachments 

3 


FfaulRqNHt 

Reference 


24 


Attachment  2 
on  Page  73 


24 


Attachment  3 
on  Page  98 
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Attachment  3 
on  Page  98 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of 
Staff  (Logistics)  Comments 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HCADQUARTCRS  UNITED  STATVS  AIR  rORCE 
WASHINGTON,  O.C, 


23  SEP  1993 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  FOR  AUDITING 
OFFICE  OP  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 


SUBJECT:  DoD  (IG)  Draft  Report  on  the  Transportability  of 

Major  Weapon  and  Support  Systems,  2  Jun  93,  (Project  No. 
2LC-5023) -INFORMATION  MEMORANDUM 


This  is  in  reply  to  your  memorandum  requesting  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 
to  provide  Air  Force  comments  on  the  subject  report. 


Management  comments  are  included  in  attachment  one  for  your 
Information.  We  concur  with  your  reconmendations  to  improve 
transportability  of  equipment.  Ai^itional  comments  are  also 
provided  to  clarify  the  body  of  t/(e)  report. 


M.  NOWAK.  UQM.USAF 
DCSAOQlBtlCt 


Attachment 
Management  Comments 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics)  Comments 


Fba!  Report 


PROPOSED  AUDIT  REPORT  (PROJECT  NO*  2LC-5023) 
TRANSPORTABILITY  OP  MAJOR  WEAPON  AND  SUPPORT  SYSTEMS,  2  JuD  93 


RECOMMENDATION  !•  We  recommend  that  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense: 

a.  Revise  DoD  Directive  5158*4  to  make  the  U-S* 
Transportation  Command  responsible  for  certifying  that 
transportability  requirements  are  met  for  major  weapon  and  support 
systems  before  low  rate  initial  production  award,  and  production 
and  major  modification. 

MANAGEMENT  CCM4MENTS;  Concur.  Although  USTRANSOOM  is  the  single 
manager  for  air,  land  and  sea  transportation  for  the  DOD, 
responsibility  for  certifying  air  transportability  in  fixed  wing 
aircraft  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Air  Force  Materiel  Command, 
which  is  not  under  the  USTRANSCOM.  Designation  of  USTRANSCOM  for 
certifying  air  transportability  will  help  assure  alternative  modes 
are  properly  considered.  USTRANSCOM  transportability 
certification  should  occur  after  Low  Rate  Initial  Production  and 
prior  to  Milestone  III. 

b.  Promptly  issue  DoD  Directive  4510. XX,  "Defense 
Transportation  Engineering"  to  clarify  transportability  roles, 
responsibilities,  and  approval  process  for  obtaining 
transportability  certifications  during  the  acquisition  of  major 
weapon  and  support  systems. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS:  Concur.  Promulgation  of  a  new  DoD  directive 
will  provide  added  emphasis  to  assure  transportability  is 
considered  in  the  acquisition  process  with  Improved  readiness  of 
US  armed  forces.  Although  DoDD  3224.1  (Engineering  for 
Transportability)  was  rescinded,  the  Services  retained  AR  70-4/ 
OPNAVINST  4600.22B/AFR  80-18/MCO  4610. 14C/DLAR  4500.25  (DOD 
Engineering  for  Transportability),  for  safety  of  flight.  DODD 
4510. XX  will  replace  the  former  authority  for  this  joint  service 
directive. 

RECOMMENDATION  2.  We  recommend  that  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Acquisition  revise  DoD  Instruction  5000.2  to  require 
program  managers  not  to  proceed  to  low  rate  initial  production 
award  or  major  modification  of  weapon  and  support  systems  until 
transportability  requirements  are  met. 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics)  Comments 


Flaal  Report 


22 


22 


23 


MAKAGEMENT  CX)MMENTS:  Concnir  with  intent.  However,  low  rate 
initial  production  (LRIP)  provides  limited  production  assets  to 
conduct  initial  operational  test  and  evaluation  (lOT&E)  as  well  as 
establish  a  production  base.  XiRIP  assets  are  required  to  support 
rigorous  testing  to  demonstrate  that  system  requirements, 
including  transportability,  are  met.  DoDI  5000.2,  by  design,  has 
geared  LRIP  towards  assessing  a  system's  capability  prior  to 
production  and  deployment.  It  is  Imperative  that  these 
requirements  be  met  prior  to  production.  Transportability  cannot 
be  fully  assessed  unless  test  assets  are  available  against  which 
requirements  can  be  fully  tested. 

RECOMMENDATION  3.  We  recommend  that  the  Army  Acquisition 
Executive  reduce  the  Armored  Gun  System  (AGS)  planned  procurement 
by  about  $  186  million  for  58  systems  if  the  Armored  Gun  System 
cannot  be  successfully  low  velocity  airdropped  from  a  C-130 
aircraft;  or  if  an  alternative  tactical  aircraft  that  has 
demonstrated  the  capability  to  meet  the  Armored  Gun  System  low 
velocity  airdrop  mission  will  not  be  available  to  support  Armored 
Gun  System  airdrop  missions. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS:  Concur.  The  AGS  itself  is  capable  of  being 
airdropped  by  tactical  aircraft.  However,  it  cannot  be  airdropped 
at  the  weight,  with  enough  fuel  and  ammunition  to  engage  in 
immediate  combat  operations. 

RECOMMENDATION  4;  We  recommend  that  the  Joint  Services  Imagery 
Processing  System  (JSIPS)  program  manager  coordinate  with  the  Air 
Force  Shelter  Management  Office  to: 

a.  Verify  that  modified  shelters  can  safely  transport  the 
Joint  Services  Imagery  Processing  System  and  be  effectively 
supported  in  the  field. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS:  Concur. 

b.  Purchase  the  additional  shelters  needed. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS:  Non-concur.  JSIPS  is  a  highly  complex  and 
expensive  system  ($25-i'M)  assembled  from  both  commercial  and 
developed  equipment.  Proper  shelter  construction,  shoc)c 
transmissibility,  equipment  racks /pack aging  etc.  are  essential  to 
satisfy  system  transport  requirements.  These  design  factors  were 
successfully  addressed  during  the  Engineering,  Manufacturing  and 
Development  phase  via  the  use  of  tailored  ISO  shelters,  unique 
shock  skids  etc.  Use  of  a  standard  family  shelter  for  production 
would  Introduce  an  unacceptably  high  technical  risk-one  which  the 
prime  contractor  would  probably  not  accept  or  would  price 
astronomically  high.  Shelter  Management  Office  procurement  of  an 
•* identical"  JSIPS  shelter  would  result  in  some  small  savings  but 
the  schedule/ performance  risk  associated  with  providing  the 
shelter  as  Government  Furnished  Ecjuipment  would  more  than  offset 
any  potential  gains.  Data  on  the  JSIPS  shelters  has  been  provided 
to  the  SMO  who  will  add  JSIPS  to  the  DoD  standard  family  of 
shelters.  The  SMO  will  review  JSIPS  shelter  design  data,  test 
results  and  deployment  history  to  confirm  the  ability  to  safely 
transport  the  shelters. 
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fkatRciiort 


RECOMMENDATION  5:  W©  recommend  that  the  Army  Space  Program  Office^ 
in  conjunction  with  the  Army  Tank  Automotive  Command,  verify  that 
Joint  Imagery  Processing  System  trailers  can  safely  transport  the 
modified  and  overloaded  shelters  and  that  the  trailers  can  bo 
effectively  supported  in  the  field. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS:  Concur. 

RECOMMENDATION  6:  We  recommend  that  the  Ccmimander, United  States 
Special  Operations  Command  develop,  with  the  Air  Transportability 
Test  Loading  Agency,  the  loading  plans  for  the  reconfigured  MH-60K 
helicopter  before  performing  the  retrofits  to  the  fuel  system  and 
antenna. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS:  Concur. 

RECOMMENDATION  7.  We  recommend  that  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter 
program  manager  cancel  plans  to  spend  about  $  4.4  million  to 
retrofit  the  helicopter  unless  the  Air  Transportability  Test 
Loading  Agency  determines  that  the  Pave  Hawk  cannot  be  loaded  onto 
the  C-141  aircraft  without  the  retrofit,  and  the  Air  Mobility 
Command  states  that  the  C-141  aircraft  will  be  available  to 
transport  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopters. 

MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS:  Concur.  However,  believe  that  the  test  cited 
in  the  recommendation  should  be  stated  that  the  Pave  Hawk  program 
should  proceed  if  it  can  be  loaded  with  the  retrofit. 
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Proposed  Commeots  to  DoD  IG  Draft  Report 
Transportabilify  of  Major  Weapon  and  Support  Systems 
Project  #2LC-5023 


L  Tran^x^bili^  Roles  and  Responsibilities,  page  7,  paragraph  2  add  the  following  after  the  last 
sentence,  "Instead,  Joint  Service  Regulation,  AR  7(MWPNAV1NST  4600.22B/AFR  80- 
18/M(X)  4610.14C/DLAR  4500.25,  DoD  En^eering  for  TranspCHtability,  1  Sep  78,  paragraph 
6.b.(9),  assigns  this  respon^bility  to  the  Service  IVansportability  Agents.”  RatkNiale:  Although 
there  is  not  a  single  re^nsible  DoD  organization,  sentence  clarifies  the  fact  that  each  service  has 
assigned  diis  responsibility  to  their  respective  Service  Transportability  Agents. 

2.  Tianq)artability  Roles  and  Responsibilities,  page  S,paragn^h  4,  line  14  starting  with  The 
Services  were  drafting"  through  end  of  paragra^  require  change  to  reflect  that  the  Services  are 
iqxiating  Joint  Service  Rcgulatitm,  AR  7044/OPNAVINST4600Jt2B/AFR  80-18/MCX3 
4610.14CyDLAR  4500.25,  DoD  En^neeiing  f(x  Tran^Kxrtability,  as  opposed  to  drafting  a  new 
jdnt  regulation.  Ratkmale:  Recognize  foat  this  joint  regulation  existed  prior  to  this  DoD  IG 
audit  This  joint  regulation  was  first  issued  1 S^  78. 

3.  Armored  Gun  System,  page  9,  second  sentence  change  to  read  The  AGS  is  technically 
aq»ble  of  being  airdropped  within  the  limits  of  available  tactical  aircraft  However,  it  cannot  be 
airdioiqKd  at  the  weight,  based  on  fuel  and  ammunitioo  loads,  required  to  engage  in  immediate 
and  efi^ve  combat  operations."  Rationale:  As  stated. 

4.  AGS  Weight  page  10,  line  9  change  "35^00"  to  "42,000."  Rarionale:  The  loading  manual 
for  die  C-130  aircraft  (TO  1C-130A-9)  was  supplennented  by  TO  1C-130-9S-141,  dated  4  Jan  90, 
to  perniit  a  maximum  rigged  airdrop  load  of  42,000  pounds. 

5.  C-17  Aircraft  Availability,  page  10,  line  6  change  ”102"  to  "120."  The  q)propriate  number  is 
120  on  foe  basis  that  foe  origi^  number,  210,  included  aU  planes  for  deliveiy ,  le. ,  aiicraft  for 
training  and  back-up.  Ratfonale:  This  (foangewiUdiroinate  confusion  and  conquie  similar 
items. 

6.  C-5  Aircraft  Loading,  page  17,  paragraph  1,  line  8  change  sentence  be^nning  with  "ATILA 
conducts  maximum"  to  read  "If  ATILA  deems  a  maximum  density  test  loading  necessary  prior  to 
aiicraft  certification  that  recommendation  is  forwarded  to  AMC/TEA.  ATTLA  then  provides  to 
foe  US  AF  Mobility  Center  Test  Dtrector  on-site  engineeiing  support  for  such  tests  to  determine 
foe  most  efficient  use  of  aircraft  space."  RatkMiale:  Test  loadings  are  technically  under  the 
control  of  AMC/TEA  (formeily  AMC/XTRA).  This  change  will  accurately  portray  ATTLA’s 
rc^s  and  responsibilities. 
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7.  C-141AifCTaft  Loading,  page  19.  paiagn^l.3nl  senteoce  change  to  lead 'AUiiough 

ATTLA  certified  the  Pave  Hawk  hefiicopter  for  C-5  aiicraft  tianqmrt,  die  radmie  and  lefiieling 
pfDbem^>osedtigl«  aircraft  lanip  and  ATTLA  has  rccommended  a  test  loadm 

to  detennine  the  letjniied  amount  of  ipjsoadi  shoring  to  prevent  contacts  with  the  lanq)  during 
loading."  Ratkmaie:  Both  the  radome  and  refueling  probe,  not  just  Aenalonie,in^)ose  tight 
aircraft  ran^  and  floor  dearaoces.  In  fact,  die  radome  was  found  to  be  less  of  a  problem  dian  the 
projection  the  refueling  probe  based  on  desktop  analysis. 

8.  Appendix  C,  Tranqxirtability  Activities  and  Their  Responsil^tics,  Army,  page  30  change  the 
first  sentence  of  Nadck  Research  Devdopment,  and  Engineering  Center  re^nsibilities  to  read 
"Provides  transportadem  certification  for  materiel  to  rotary  aircraft,  and  safe  recovery  c^tificadon 
forriggedconfiguradans  to  be  airdropped  by  fixed  wing  aircraft."  Ratkmaie:  Nadck  Research, 
Develqpment,  and  Engineeiing  Center  is  not  sdcly  responsible  for  "certification  for  materiel  to  be 
airdropped  by  fixed  wing  aircraft"  ATHA  performs  cerdficadon  of  die  rigged  configuradon 
loads  to  ensure  the  each  configuradon  can  be  safely  flown  and  extracted  from  the  aircraft. 

9.  Appendix  CilYanspoitabilityAcdvides  and  Their  Respcmritxlides,  Air  FcHce,  page  30, 
Aedvides  coli^  diange  "Air  Force  Materiel  Command  Logistics  Transportation  Division"  to 
"Aeronautical  Systems  Center,  Aft  TYanspoitabmty  Test  UiadingAgwicy."  Rationale:  ATTLA, 
not  AFMC/LOT,  provides  air  transportability  approvals  for  all  airiifted  items  using  the  military 
airlift  systems  regardless  of  die  user  of  die  airiift  services. 

10.  AppendixD.DoDAirliftRcsourccs,  Quantity  column  change  "102"  to  "120."  Rationale: 
Same  as  comments. 

1 1 .  Appendix  D,  DoD  Airlift  Resources,  Footnote  2.  change  "September  1994"  to  "January 
1995."  Rationale:  This  is  the  current  planned  date  for  the  first  operational  C*17  aiicraft 
squadron. 
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Fkal  Report 


JSIPS  COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  DOD  IG  AUDIT  REPORT  TRANSPORTABILITY 
OF  MAJOR  WEAPON  AND  SUPPORT  SYSTEMS 

1.  FINDING:  Modification  of  Shelters 

JSff S  did  not  coordinate  with  the  Air  Force  Shelter  Management  Office  and  did  not  use  a 
shelter  from  the  DoD  standard  family  of  tactical  shelters. 

SPO  POSITION:  Paitially  Concur 

Comments:  A  trade  study  which  was  shown  to  the  auditors,  was  conducted  to 

determine  if  DoD  standard  shelters  would  meet  JSIPS  rcquiiemems. 
The  study  concluded  that  existing  inventory  shelters  could  not  Further, 
attempts  to  modify  existing  shelters  to  satisfy  JSIPS  requirements 
would  not  be  feasible  or  cost  effective. 

Status:  Now  that  JSIPS  shelters  have  been  developed  and  tested,  the  program 

office  is  working  with  the  Shelter  Management  Office  to  add  the  JSIPS 
shelters  to  the  DoD  standard  femily, 

2.  FINDING:  Cost  of  Shelters 

A  savings  of  $2.0M  could  have  been  achieved  during  the  Engineering  Manufacturing  and 
Development  phase  if  standard  shelters  were  procured  from  the  Army  Aviation  Troop 
Support  Command.  An  additional  $1.6M  expenditure  could  potentially  be  avoided  if 
production  shelters  are  obtained  through  the  military  item  manager. 


}  POSITION;  Non-Concur 

Comments:  First,  no  insight  has  been  provided  on  the  mcthodolo^  of  calculating 

purposed  savings.  The  source  of  the  $2.9M  estimate  for  prime 
contractor  procurement  of  eight  shelters  is  also  unclear.  Wc  informed 
the  auditor  that  the  shelter  average  unit  cost  was  160K  or  only  1.3M  for 
the  initial  eight  units.  TTiis  per  unit  cost  equates  to  approximately  $4.5M 
(vs  $4.2M  cited  by  the  auditor)  in  production. 

Seconci,  the  JSIPS  shelter  cost  includes  monies  to  satisfy  TEMPEST 
requirements.  Chemical,  Biological  and  Radiological  equipment 
interface,  internal  shelter  ducting  and  lighting.  Army  ECU  support 
frames,  powcr/signal  cable  entry  {)anel  cut-outs,  shcKK  skid  interface, 
hard  point/  equipment  nwunting  inserts,  lift  slings  etc.  It  is  highly 
unlikely  that  the  inventory  item  shelter  cost  included  such  features  and 
the  costs  to  tailor  these  shelters  to  meet  JSIPS  requirements  would 
reduce  or  eliminate  projected  cost  savings. 

Lack  of  a  standard  family  shelter  which  met  JSIPS  requirements  ,  was 
also  a  driving  factor  in  shelter  cost.  As  noted  by  the  ^ditor,  existing 
standard  family  shelters  had  rated  gross  weight  capacities  of  6,170  lbs 
(10  ft)  and  1 1,180  lbs  (20ft)  compared  to  the  9,(X)8  lbs  and  17,748  lbs 
payloads  associated  with  JSIPS  shelters.  This  factor  could  easily 
double  the  number  of  shelters  required  for  JSIPS  negating  any  potential 
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cost  savings  based  on  shelter  procurement.  Further,  the  costs 
associate  with  ancillary  support  equipment  (trucks,  trailers,  ddly  sets, 
envhonmentM  control  units,  pallets  etc.)  would  dramatically  increase  as 
would  airlift  and  personnel  costs.  These  life  cycle  cost  increases  would 
clearly  out-weigh  any  potential  near  tenn  acquisition  cost  savings. 

3.  FINDING:  Overloading  of  Shelters 

The  JSIPS  shelters  were  overloaded  without  adequate  coordination  with  the  Air  Force 
Shelter  Management  Office.  This  placed  the  successful  iranspcwiation  of  JSIPS  at  risk. 


SPQPQSlTLQNi  Non-Concur 

Comments:  The  JSIPS  system  specification  clearly  required  the  prime  contractor  to 

provide  a  system  that  compiled  with  all  user  requirements  including 
transportation  by  land,  sea  and  air.  This  included  shelters  with  rated 
gross  weight  payloads  consistent  with  the  JSIPS  equipment  provided. 
Consequently,  while  the  JSIPS  payload  exceeded  that  of  the  standard 
family  shelters,  the  JSIPS  shelters  were  not  "ovCTloadcd*'  as  the  shelters 
were  specially  designed  to  handle  the  JSIPS  payload  and  weight 
distribution.  As  noted  previously,  the  adequacy  of  the  JSIPS  system 
design  has  been  Mly  vertfied  by  over  3,500  miles  of  mobility  testing 
and  o^er  over  the  rr^  transport  Air  Transport  Certification  has  also 
been  received  for  air  lift  of  the  Army  system  sheltm  to  Germany.  The 
Brunswick  shelters  have  also  been  certified  for  shipbovd 
transportation.  TTie  program  office  is  currently  working  with  Natick 
Labs  to  obtain  helicopter  lift  certification.  These  certifications  further 
confirm  that  the  system  shelters  arc  not  overloaded.  Further,  while 
Shelter  Management  Office  (SMO)  personnel  were  not  directly  involved 
in  JSIPS  shelter  design,  personnel  from  MTTRE's  Mechanic^  Systems 
Engineering  Specialty  Group,  which  routinely  provides  technical 
support  to  the  SMO,  were  involved  in  this  process. 

4.  FINDING:  Trailer  (Modification) 

The  Army  significantly  modified  five  military  standard  semi-trailers  without  coofdinating 
the  changes  with  the  Army  Tank  and  Automotive  Command. 


SPO  POSITION:  Non-Cbncur  based  on  the  subsequent  comments  provided  by  ASPO, 

Comments:  The  M871A1  trailer  required  a  modification  because  of  an  Army  Ta^ 

and  Automotive  Command  (TACOM)  modification  of  the  M939  series 
of  5  ton  tactical  tractors,  A  nine  inch  increase  of  fifth  wheel  height  on 
the  tracKH-  caused  the  JSIPS  tractorArailcr/shcltcr  combination  to  cxcc<^ 
the  European  bridge  height  requirement.  When  confronted  with  this 
problem,  TACOM  representatives  stated  that  they  had  no  Army 
requirements  to  transport  20  foot  ISO  shelters  in  Europe.  TACOM 
representatives  did  indicate  that  they  trould  develop  a  specific  trailer  for 
the  Army  JSIPS,  but  it  would  be  a  unique  commercial  item  and  it  would 
not  meet  the  JSIPS  contract  required  Government  Furnished  Equipment 
(GFE)  delivery  schedule.  M871 A1  trailers  were  designed  to  transport 
22  1/2  tons  of  cargo,  the  modified  M871AI  is  required  to  transport  half 
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of  that  amount  MS7 1  Al  trailer  arc  supportable  throughout  the  Army, 
unique  commercial  trailers  are  not 

The  draft  audit  report  implies  that  a  TACOM  solution  could  have  been 
implemented  during  the  two  years  that  elapsed  between  the  discovery  of 
the  hei^t  problem  and  the  date  of  the  modification  contract  award.  This 
is  not  the  case.  During  the  two  year  period: 

(a)  Army  user  requirements  were  revalidated 

(b)  Substitution  of  alternative  equipment  was  recommended  and 
rejected  by  the  Army  users 

(c)  TACOM’s  commercial  trailer  proposal  was  considered  and 
rejected 

(d)  a  limited  transportability  test  plan  and  the  request  for  Proposal 
(RCT)  for  the  modification  contract  was  prepared 

(c)  the  competitive  contract  was  announced 
(f)  the  contract  was  awarded  at  the  conclusion  of  the  source 
selecdon  process 

Every  effort  was  made  to  ensure  that  the  modified  trailers  were  safe  and 
transportable.  The  modification  contractor  was  required  to  conduct  a 
limited  improved  road,  unimproved  road  and  cross  country  test  while 
loaded  with  20,000  lbs  on  the  trailer  bed  and  3,000  lbs  on  the 
gooseneck  platform.  No  design  or  workmanship  flaws  were  identified 
as  a  result  of  this  test. 

An  air  movement  certification  was  requested  and  approved  through  D<® 
channels.  As  noted  previously,  the  Army  JSIPS  was  deployed  to 
Germany  on  U.S.  Air  Force  C-5  and  C-1412  aircraft,  demonstrating 
that  it  met  those  system  requirements. 

i  Air  Force  Shelter  Management  Office  (SMO) 


JSIPS  should  coordinate  with  the  SMO  to: 


Verify  that  modified  shelters  can  safely  transport  JSIPS  and  be 
effectively  supported  in  the  field 
Purchase  the  additional  shelters  needed 


Partially  Concur 


Comments:  Concur  with  the  recommendation  to  further  vOTfy  transportation  safety 

but  non-concur  with  SMO  procurement  of  additional  shelters. 

JSIPS  is  a  highly  complex  and  expensive  system  ($25+M)  assembled 
from  Iroth  commercial  and  developed  equipment.  Proper  shelter 
construction,  shock  transmissibility,  equipment  racks/packaging  etc.  arc 
essential  to  satisfy  system  transport  requirements.  These  design  factors 
were  successfully  addressed  during  the  Engineering,  Manufaauring  and 
Development  phase  via  the  use  of  tailored  ISO  shelters,  unique  shock 
skids  etc.  Use  of  a  standard  family  shelter  for  production  would 
introduce  an  unacceptably  high  technical  risk— one  which  the  prime 
contractor  would  most  likely  not  accept  (or  would  price  astronomically 
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UNITED  STATES  SPECIAL  OPERATIONS  COMMAND 
OFFICE  OF  THE  DEPUTY  COMMANDER  M  CHIEF  AND  CHIEF  OF  STAFF 
MACO&l  AIR  FORCE  BASE.  FLORIDA  33eoe-«001 


MEMORANDUM  FOR:  INSPECTOR  GENERAL,  DEPARTOBNT  OP  DEFENSE,  400 
army  navy  drive,  ARLINGTON,  VIRGINIA  22202-2884 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Audit  Report  -  Tramsportability  of  Major  Weapon 
Support  Systems  (Project  Ntunber  2LC-5023) 


1,  Attached  is  the  United  States  Special  Operations  Command 
(USSOCOM)  reply  to  the  subject  Department  of  Defense  Inspector 
General  draft  audit  report.  As  previously  agreed,  we  are 
submitting  responses  only  to  those  findings  pertinent  to  special 
operations  programs. 


2.  It  is  sincerely  hoped  that  the  information  contained  in  our 
reply  adequately  addresses  the  concerns  eacpressed  by  the  Office 
of  the  Inspector  General.  USSOCOM  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
officially  address  this  report  and  is  prepared  to  provide  further 
information  if  needed. 


End 

as 


IRVB  C.  IiE  MOYNE  ' 

Rear  Admiral,  U.S.  Navy 
Deputy  Commander  in  Chief 
and  Chief  of  Staff 
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Ffaial  Report 
Rcfereoce 


COMMAND  REPLY 

DOD  IG  Draft  Audit  Report,  Transportability  of  Major 
Weapon  Systems  (Project  No.  2LC-5023) 


Finding.  The  Air  Force  Pave  Hawk  program  manager  modified  the 
Blackhawk  helicopter  without  ensuring  that  the  helicopter  could 
meet  C-141  aircraft  loading  requirements. 

Additional  Facts.  The  historical  paper  trail  on  the  radar 
installation  is  incomplete.  Most  improvements  were  Class  IV  and 
Class  V  modifications  based  on  Statements  of  Operational  Need 
initiated  prior  to  a  published  Systems  Operational  Requirements 
Document  (SORD) .  MAC  SORD  313-79  for  MH-60G  Pave  Hawk  Special 
Operations  Forces  Configuration,  19  June  1990,  lists  the 
requirement  for  the  radar  and  transport  on  the  C— 5,  C— 141  and 
C-17.  However,  that  SORD  was  published  two  years  after  the 
weather  radar  was  prototyped  on  the  Air  Force  MH-60s  and  one  year 
after  the  production  line  began.  Transport  on  C-141  may  be 
required  due  to  a  limited  number  of  C-5  aircraft,  but  tear-down 
and  build-up  times  (up  to  14  hours)  involved  in  C-141  preparation 
would  preclude  rapid  tactical  load-out. 

Recommendation.  That  the  Pave  Hawk  helicopter  program  manager 
cancel  plans  to  spend  about  $4.4  million  to  retrofit  the 
helicopter  unless  the  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency 
determines  that  the  Pave  Hawk  cannot  be  loaded  onto  the  C-141 
aircraft  without  the  retrofit,  and  the  Air  Mobility  Command 
states  that  the  C-141  aircraft  will  be  available  to  transport 
Pave  Hawk  helicopters. 

Action  Taken.  Concur.  To  date  only  a  preliminary  look  has  been 
done  regarding  the  radome  and  C-141  transport.  Transport  on  the 
C-17  has  never  been  evaluated.  Before  fixing  the  "problem”  we 
need  to  ensure  the  current  configuration  will  not  fit  on  the 
C-141,  but  precautions  must  be  taken  not  to  crush  the  radome  in 
an  attempt  to  load  an  MH/HH-60G  on  a  C-141.  The  AF  Form  1067, 
mentioned  in  the  Pave  Hawk  transportability  narrative,  covers  two 
separate  problems.  First,  relocation  of  the  radome  should  allow 
non-tactical  transport  in  the  C-141.  Secondly,  relocation  of  the 
radome  should  alleviate  a  blind  spot  in  the  Forward  Looking 
Infrared  (FLIR)  image  when  looking  left. 

Potential  Monetary  Benefit.  Canceling  the  radome  relocation  in 
all  97  MH/HH-60GS  would  save  approximately  $43K  per  aircraft 
(based  on  rough  order  of  magnitude  (ROM)  cost  data  obtained  from 
WR-ALC/LUHE) .  However,  all  97  aircraft  may  not  require  modifi¬ 
cation  based  on  mobility  requirements  of  ACC,  AFRES  and  ANG 
units. 
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DOD  IG  Draft  Audit  Report,  Transportability  of  Major 
Weapon  Systems  (Project  No.  2LC-5023) 


15  Finding.  C-5  Aircraft  Loading.  The  program  manager  for  the 

MH-60K  did  not  have  the  maximum  loading  capacity  determined  and 
certified  by  ATTLA,  an  AFMC  activity,  before  production;  and  the 
prime  contractor  did  not  meet  the  contractually  required 
disassembly  time  for  C-5  transport. 

Additional  Facts.  None. 

Recommendation .  We  recommend  that  the  Commander  in  Chief,  United 
States  Special  Operations  Command,  develop,  with  the  Air 
Transportability  Test  Loading  Agency,  the  loading  plans  for  the 
reconfigured  MH-60K  helicopter  before  performing  the  retrofits  to 
the  fuel  system  and  antenna. 

Action  Taken.  Nonconcur.  Loading  plans  have  always  been  a  basic 
part  of  the  program,  since  prior  to  the  initial  development 
contract.  These  plans  are  updated  as  design,  test  results,  and 
customer  directions  dictate.  Copies  of  this  documentation  were 
previously  furnished  to  the  report's  authors.  The  PM-SOA  will 
continue  to  coordinate  with  Air  Transportability  Test  Loading 
Agency . 

Potential  Monetary  Benefit.  A  basic  part  of  any  benefit  must  be 
the  cost  of  implementation;  in  the  case  of  the  fuel  system 
modification,  $350K  of  necessary  changes.  The  modifications 
accomplished  at  that  price  are  preferable  to  the  cost  (time  and 
money)  of  contracting  with  the  aircraft  prime  manufacturer  for 
the  modifications  (in  excess  of  $1M  in  direct  costs  plus 
extending  the  acquisition  cycle  at  a  program  cost  of  $2M  to  S3M 
per  month  for  six  months)  .  The  program  avoided  close  to  $1M  in 
added  costs  by  using  a  retrofit  kit,  rather  than  paying  the  high 
overhead  rates  of  the  aircraft  manufacturer. 
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